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I. Summarv of Findinns and Sunsestions 

This formal, comprehensive review of the planning process in the Houston metropolitan area, 
conducted by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) headquarters and regional staff, with input from state, regional and local transportation 
entities, takes the place of the review of the Houston metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
which otherwise would have been conducted by FHWA field and FTA regional staff. 

Based on requirements in effect prior to the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA), the MPO conducts a competently managed and organized continuing, cooperative. and 
comprehensive (3-C) planning process. produces adequate planning products, and uses acceptable 
planning tools. Efforts are being made to implement a multi-modal planning approach, and the 
transit operator is involved in the process. 

The federal review team, however, has made a series of observations and suggestions on each 
segment of the planning process, highlights of which arc listed below. These findings arc 
intended to improve a competent process, and to provide guidance on addressing the ISTEA 
planning requirements. Sections of the following analysis where each point is discussed in 
greater detail are noted in parentheses. 

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) activities were being carried out in accordance 
with FHWA and FTA regulations. policies, and procedures prior to ISTEA. In view of the 
changing requirements and policies of new laws, in particular the Clean Air Act Amendments 
of 1990 (CAAA) and ISTEA, suggestions have been included to strengthen the process of 
developing the next long range transportation plan, Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), 
and State Implementation Plan (SIP). Many of these comments are intended to reinforce 
changes that have already been initiated by the region to respond to the requircmcnts of the new 
laws. Even though the comments are specific to Houston, many other large metropolitan areas 
are currently struggling with many of the same issues. 

A. Organization and Management of the Houston Area Planning Process: 

1. All regionally significant planning and management activities, irrespective of 
funding source, should be included in the Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) or a supplementary document. (1II.B). 

B. Products of the Planning Process: 

1. H-GAC could establish short and long range time frames in its transportation 
plan that would reflect the planning of the region’s other transportation agencies. 
particularly, the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO) (1V.A). 
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2. H-GAC could develop and evaluate alternative scenarios for its transportation 
plan that include diffcrcnt combinations of highway and transit improvcmcnts. and 
other stratcgics that might bc ncccssary to comply with the CAAA and ISTEA 
(1V.A). 

3. The development of a transit element that provides overall direction while 
also reflecting the preferred alternative adopted by METRO must be a part 
of the regional transportation plan update. Access 2010 docs not provide 
direction on what types and Icvcls of transit scrviccs arc nccdcd to satisfy 
forecasted lcvcls of travel demand and to scrvc dit’fcrcnt land USC patterns (1V.A). 

4. In the future, the MPO should consider the financial impact of each of the 
options or scenarios included in the transportation plan bcforc sclccting a 
rccommcndcd StriltCfy. The updi~tcd plan must include a financial plan that 
dcmonstratcs that rcsourccs ncccssary to implcmcnt it arc reasonably available 
(1V.A). 

5. H-GAC could strengthen the process by which it tracks completion of 
projects that comprise the TIP (1V.B). 

6. The TIP could be strengthened by references to the planning that justifies the 
inclusion of many of the projects by creating explicit links with Access 2010, 
and regional objcctivcs. The TIP could also include the priorities and criteria used 
to dcvclop the document. This would provide a rationale for including projects 
in the TIP and indicate to the public and advocacy groups the cxtcnt to which the 
process complies with the rccluircmcnts of the CAAA and 1STEA. Future TIPS 
must be financially constrained and rctlcct prioritization of projects as rcquircd by 
ISTEA (1V.B). 

C. The 3-C Transportation Planning Process: 

1. METRO, TxDOT and H-GAC could develop a formal process to evaluate 
major transportation investments against planning forecasts and the goals of 
the region’s long range transportation plan. H-GAC could actively coordinate 
and cncouragc efforts of all involved agcncics to complctc thcsc evaluations of 
invcstmcnts (V.A). 

2. The region’s transportation planning agencies could use a shared set of 
population and employment forecasts that are approved by the continuing, 
cooperative, and comprehensive (3-C) planning process for all strategic 
planning. route asscssmcnts. illld corridor studies. This could improve 
commitment across ilgUKiCs to ;I common vision for regional growth irnd 
dcvclopmcnt (V.C). 



3. Even with the Greater Houston Chamber of Commerce and Supergroup’s pursuit 
of regional transportation issues, the MPO should be the definitive forum for 
establishing a region-wide transportation vision and for region-wide decision- 
making on significant transportation projects (1II.A & V.C.). 

4. Sub-area and corridor studies have focused on congestion management via transit 
improvements; however, future studies should also focus on the impact of a full 
range of transportation control measures (TCMs) on air quality concerns, as 
required by the CAAA (V.C). 

5. The planning for air quality compliance to date has been carried out in a 
satisfactory manner (V.D). 

6. When estimating emission impacts for the long-range transportation plan and 
the TIP for conformity purposes, the analysis must include all significant 
projects not funded with federal highway and transit funds. In updating the 
plan, evaluation of scenarios which test diffcrcnt strategies. such as land USC 
changes and telecommuting or other reductions in home-work trips could bc 
considered. This would provide a comprehensive picture of outcomes achicvcd by 
alternative transportation investments and strategies. 

7. The scope of the air quality and congestion management activities. from planning 
to implementation, is extensive; without a commitment to hiring additional 
staff, H-GAC could have a difficult time achieving results and meeting 
mandated deadlines (V.D). 

8. H-GAC is commended for involving disadvantaged business enterprises in all 
phases of procurement for professional and support services (V.E). 

D. Tools for Transportation Planning: 

1. H-GAC’s travel models could be enhanced to provide the capability to 
estimate the travel impacts of a wide range of transportation and land use 
policies, and to incorporate feedback loops where appropriate (VIA). 

2. H-GAC could develop land use models capable of forecasting the impacts of 
transportation on land use (V1.A). 

3. H-GAC could develop procedures to estimate total costs of transportation 
alternatives, including private costs, to assist in modal comparisons (V1.B). 
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E. Ongoing Transit Planning: 

1. The components of METRO’s strategic business plan could be better 
coordinated by establishing consistent short and long range time frames for 
regional growth and dcvclopmcnt. programming capital improvcmcnts and 
scrvicc enhanccmcnts, and forecasting rcvcnucs and cxpcnditurcs (VI1.A). 

2. From a regional perspective, the connection between METRO’s Phase 2 
Mobility Plan and the region’s long-range transportation plan could be 
improved. In the future, competition for flcxiblc ISTEA funds may rcquirc that 
multi-modal transit proposals bc presented in terms of contribution to regional 
transportation objcctivcs (V1I.A). 

3. In the update to its strategic business plan, METRO could describe and 
quantify how projects improve regional air quality, and indicate how air 
quality objectives influence decision-making (VI1.A). 

4. METRO has been examining applications of advanced technology including 
intelligent vchiclc-highway systems and smart busts to mitigate congestion and 
manage air quality impacts. METRO is encouraged to move forward with its 
region-wide advanced technology program, and to incorporate thcsc 
components in the planning process (VI1.A). 

5. METRO is commended for the impressive range of performance data that 
it collects and analyzes, and for its application of data to dctcrminc whether or 
not to maintain a route with low scrvicc for “lifeline” or social purposes (VI1.B). 
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II. Introduction 

A. Background 

This report is an evaluation of transportation planning in the Houston metropolitan arca, based 
on an indcpcndcnt rcvicw conducted April 27-30. 1992. The report summarizes the results of 
the review and includes a scrics of suggestions. 

A team of rcprcscntativcs from the FHWA Hcadquartcrs, Division and Regional offices: the FTA 
Hcadquartcrs and Regional offices: and the U.S. Dcpartmcnt of Transportation’s Volpc Ccntcr 
met with rcprcscntativcs of the Houston-Galveston Arca Council (H-GAC), which is the 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO), the Texas Dcpartmcnt of Transportation (TxDOT). 
the Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO), and other agcncics to conduct 
the rcvicw. 

Prior to the site visit, the team rcvicwcd cxtcnsivc documentation on the planning process in the 
arca. The site visit consisted of structured meetings with staff from regional, local and state 
agencies rcsponsiblc for transportation and air quality planning, and the major public transit 
provider. Participants in the review arc listed in Appendix I. The agenda for the meetings is 
prcscntcd in Appendix 2. The team also conducted follow-up discussions after the meetings. 

Section 23 CFR 450.114 (c) of the rcviscd transportation planning regulations (June 30. 1983) 
established a self-certification process which rcquircs that the state and the MPO jointly certify 
that the urban transportation planning proecss (UTPP) is in conformance with Fcdcral regulations 
set forth in that section, encompassing transit, highway, and air quality planning. The fcdcral 
regulations arc designed to cnsurc that urban arcas apply a continuing. coopcrativc. and 
comprchcnsivc (3-C) transportation planning process to dcvclop plans and programs which 
address idcntificd transportation needs in the arca, and which arc consistent with the overall 
planned dcvclopmcnt of the urbanized arca. 

Self-certification is intcndcd to grant responsibility for transportation planning to states and 
MPOs. Self-certification is also a prcrcquisitc for rccciving Fcdcral funds for transportation 
projects and planning. Certification statements must bc provided to FHWA and FTA for rcvicw 
with each new or substantially rcviscd Transportation Improvcmcnt Program (TIP). 

As stated in the prcamblc to the FHWA/FTA joint planning regulations. self-certification does 
not rclicvc FHWA and FTA of oversight rcsponsibilitics and the obligation to rcvicw and 
evaluate the planning process. Thcsc rcsponsibilitics arc discharged through periodic policy and 
technical committee meeting attcndancc and rcvicw of related program documentation. including 
the Unified Planning Work Programs (UPWP), technical reports, the TIP, and grant progress 
reports. 



l’criodic indcpcndcnt rcvicws arc also appropriate mechanisms for cvuluating the plimning 
process. FHWA and l*TA ;trc rcquircd to judge the credibility of the self-ccrtit’ication designation 
indcpcndcntly to cnablc the FTA Rcgioniil AdministratorsiArcit Directors itnd FHWA Division 
Administrators to make the findings rcquircd under the joint planning regulations. This cnsurcs 
that the planning process is being carried out by the MPO. in coopcriition with the state and 
transit operators, in it tishion consistent with the joint planning regulations. 

This formal comprchcnsivc rcvicw of the planning process in the Houston urbanized iirc;L. 
conducted by FHWA and ETA Hcadquartcrs and Rcgiomll stuff (Appendix 1 ), with input from 
StiItC. iTgiOlliIl, Ed local trilnsportiition cntitics. tiikcs the plilcc <It‘ ti 19’92 rcvicw of the Houston 
MPO which othcrwisc would have been conducted by FHWA t’icld and FTA regional stnff. 1i- 
GAC has been found to bc in compliance with the regulations in 23 CFR Part 450. In addition. 
the rcvicw team hiis made ii scrics of suggestions on planning practice. iIS summarixd in section 
I of this report. 

B. Scope of the Planning Review 

‘I’hc purpose of this rcvicw is to allow FHWA and FTA to dctcrminc how succcssf‘ully the LJTPP 
addrcsscs regional transportation needs. and whcthcr the planning process meets the rcquircmcnts 
of the joint planning regulations. Another purpose of the rcvicw is to assess the ability of the 
existing planning process to address broader rcsponsibilitics dcscribcd under the guidclincs 
implcmcnting the Clean Air Act Amcndmcnts of 1990 (CAAA). and the reauthorization of the 
surfiicc transportittion Icgislittion. the lntcrmodal Surfxc Transportation Efficiency Act of 199 1 
(ISTEA). ISTEA includes ii rcquircmcnt for Fcdcral certification of the planning process in 
Transportation Managcmcnt Arcas (TMAs). It is cxpcctcd that this rcvicw will assist the 
Houston metropolitan ;lrL‘ii prcparc for f’uturc formal certification. 

The tciim rcvicwcd support documentation that included the TIP: Access 2010. the region’s long 
range transportation plan: clcmcnts of METRO’s Strategic Business Plan; the UPWP; and other 
technical materials rclatcd to the UTPP. (Documents arc listed in Appendix 3). 

The rcvicw itlso f~cuscd on the transportation and ilir quality planning activities of H-GAC, 
TxDOT. the TACB and METRO. 

C. Objectives of the Planning Review 

In conducting the plimning rcvicw. the ob.jcctivcs of I:HWA a11d FTA ;irc to dctcrminc if the 
following situiitions exist: 

l Planning activities of the MPO and H-GAC arc conducted in accordance with FHWA and 
FTA I JTPP regulations. politics. and proccdurcs: 

l RcgioniIl trimsportiition planning is iI 3-C process that results in the dcvclopmcnt imd support 
of transportiltion improvcmcnts for the Houstorl metropolitan arca: 
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l The transportation planning process involves representation and input on transportation needs 
from all levels of government, transit operators, the public, and other interest groups: 

l The UPWP adequately reflects all aspects of the UTPP and all transportation planning in the 
area; 

l The transportation planning products, including the TIP and regional transportation plan, 
reflect the identified transportation needs, priorities and funding resources; 

l Products of the transportation planning process are multi-modal in perspective, complete, 
based on current information, and interrelated: 

l Requirements and objectives of the CAAA, and Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) are 
incorporated into the planning process and supported by transportation development activities. 

D. Local Transportation Issues 

To understand the regional context in which transportation planning is performed in the Houston 
metropolitan area, the review team identified the following major transportation issues. 

Issue 1: The eight county Houston area is confronting severe levels of congestion. Over 
the past twenty years, expansion of the highway, local street, and arterial 
infrastructure has not kept pace with the growth in travel demand. Furthermore, 
cross-town mobility has been handicapped by the lack of continuity of the local 
street network resulting from the region’s rapid real estate development activities. 

Issue 2: According to the region’s long range plan, Access 2010, the region’s population 
growth will result in a 45 percent increase in vehicle trips per day and a 78 
percent increase in vehicle miles travelled (VMTs). If these forecasts prove 
accurate, both congestion and air quality problems could worsen under any 
scenario. 

Issue 3: Between 1985 and 2010, Access 2010 also anticipates a 44 percent increase in 
population and a 45 percent increase in employment. The realism of these 
forecasts could be questioned. Since the 1970s. Houston has experienced both 
a boom and a bust economy. Although the region’s economy has begun to 
rebound from the oil bust of the mid-1980s the recovery has been slow, and it 
has recently been dampened by the national recession. 

Issue 4: The Houston-Galveston eight county area has been designated as a “severe” 
nonattainment area for ozone under the CAAA. Consequently, H-GAC is 
required by federal law to incorporate air quality attainment objectives into its 
metropolitan-wide transportation planning and project evaluation process: adopt 
quantitative procedures for evaluating air quality impacts; begin to formulate 
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transportation policy options for region-wide consideration and implcmcntation: 
and improve air quality results. 

Issue 5: Bccausc the arca must deal simultaneously with mounting congestion and air 
quality concerns. the planning process will have to balance potentially contlicting 
air quality and transportation objcctivcs. For example, CAAA rcquircmcnts for 
arca-wide reduction in VMTs could contlict with transit financial management 
objcctivcs and maintaining the region’s economic attractiveness. A particular 
concern is maintaining cfficicnt goods movcmcnt throughout the region if 
stratcgics limiting vehicular tlows arc adopted. 

Issue 6: Since the ozone problem in Houston is not visible, the public is unaware of the 
scvcrity of the problem. Public education is critical to gcneratc political support 
to fund the implcmcntation of cffectivc stratcgics. In contrast, Los Angeles has 
visible air pollution. which has stimulated the cstablishmcnt of institutions, 
stratcgics. and rcvcnucs for addressing the problem. 

Issue 7: The Houston arca has dcvclopcd without zoning, and the region has had no 
comprchcnsivc land use plan to guide its dcvclopmcnt. The city of Houston is 
currently updating its land USC inventory and dcvcloping land USC directions. 
primarily to prcscrvc the integrity of existing neighborhoods: however. it is 
anticipated that real cstatc devclopmcnt. as well as transportation improvcmcnts. 
will continue to be almost exclusively market driven unless the Houston arca 
moves further ahcad in land USC planning. 

Issue 8: In addition to its downtown, the Houston arca has a number of major combined 
use (employment, commercial. retail and residential) activity centers within the 
Loop (Beltway I-610) and in suburban locations that arc experiencing or will 
cxpcricncc scvcrc lcvcls of congestion. 

Issue 9: Due to a shortfall in the city of Houston’s budget and the city’s intcrcst in 
maintaining or improving police and public works services. METRO has recently 
committed approximately $50 million of its 1992 and 1993 sales tax rcvcnuc to 
support the city’s transportation budget. The public mandate intended thcsc funds 
to pay for transit improvcmcnts and transportation mobility projects. Although 
these rcvcnucs will bc used by Houston for transportation improvcmcnts. the 
transfer frees the city’s budget for other uses, and indirectly subsidizes another 
important city priority - the improvcmcnt of police scrviccs. 



III. Ornanization and Management of the Planning Process 

A. Metropolitan Planning Organization Designation 

H-GAC is a voluntary coalition of governments from the thirteen counties that comprise the Gulf 
State Planning Region. Policy and management direction for H-GAC is govemcd by a Board 
of Directors which includes representatives from the local governments (counties and 
municipalities) and constitutes the planning region. Membership is not cxtcndcd to the state or 
regional agencies, such as TxDOT or METRO, which have actual authority to implement 
transportation improvements. The organization provides planning and technical support to its 
members, and acts as a forum for transportation, water quality, housing, aging and regional 
growth, and development issues. 

In April of 1974, the Governor of Texas designated H-GAC as the MPO for an eight county 
urbanized arca which includes Houston, Galveston, Texas City and La Marquc. (These counties 
also constitute the air quality nonattainment arca.) H-GAC was redesignated as the MPO for the 
urbanized area by the Governor in May, 1988. According to the terms of the agreement. H-GAC 
will continue as the MPO until such time as the Governor should rcquirc redesignation. 

The MPO is the H-GAC Board; however, the Transportation Planning Committee (TPC) 
recommends the policy direction and manages the 3-C planning process. H-GAC’s documents 
do not clearly define the official roles of thcsc bodies. They lcavc the impression that the TPC. 
rather than the Board, has final authority for the 3-C planning process, and for actions such as 
self-certification, and final approval and adoption of the regional transportation plan. 

The TPC. with the support of H-GAC’s technical staff, is expected to carry out the following: 

l Guide multi-modal transportation planning conducted by H-GAC, TxDOT. METRO. city and 
county govcmmcnts, and other political subdivisions of the State of Texas: 

l Provide a public forum for discussion of issues relating to region-wide transportation 
planning: and 

l Advise the H-GAC Board of Directors on transportation programs and issues and rccommcnd 
the adoption of the UPWP, TIP and the regional transportation plan. 

Currently, the majority of the active TPC attendees include city and county cnginccrs and 
planning staff for the eight county area, and rcprescntativcs from METRO and TxDOT. H-GAC 
is intcrcstcd in modifying the committee’s representation to increase local clcctcd official 
participation and heighten awarcncss of transportation issues affecting goods movement. The rc- 
constitution of this group would align it with its original purpose. According to H-GAC staff. 
it would be a forum capable of debating technical as well as political merits of altcmativc 
transportation strategies and building consensus regarding the region’s vision for future growth 
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and dcvelopmcnt. Given the ongoing activities of the Grcatcr Houston Chamber of Commerce’s 
Regional Mobility Committee to crcatc a regional transportation vision and the intlucncc of the 
Supcrgroup regarding the region’s commitment to significant transportation projects. this move 
would strcngthcn the 3-C planning process. In addition, the push for policy rcvicw at the TPC 
lcvcl is essential given rcccnt dcvclopmcnts brought about by ISTEA and the CAAA. They 
require the MPO to have a major role in setting the direction and ensuring the implcmcntation 
of transportation system managcmcnt (TSM) actions and transportation control mcasurcs (TCMs). 
(Since the rcvicw. the MPO has modified the role and responsibility of the TPC and sccurcd 
grcatcr participation from clcctcd officials. Also. the TPC crcatcd a Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) that includes rcprcscntativcs from diffcrcnt transportation agcncics. busincsscs, 
and cnvironmcntal groups). 

Observations and Suggestions 

I. MPO as regional forum -- Even with the Grcatcr Houston Chamber of Commcrcc and 
Supcrgroup’s pursuit of regional transportation issues. the MPO should bc the dcfinitivc 
forum for establishing a region-wide transportation vision and for region-wide dccision- 
making on significant transportation projects. The 3-C planning process should bc supported 
by political and business lcadcrs as the forum for creating the vision for regional mobility, 
responding to the CAAA and ISTEA. deciding what significant transportation projects to 
fund, and whcthcr additional funding sources arc nccdcd to finance the completion of the 
long-range plan. While it is rcasonablc to cxpcct that there will bc dialogue outside the 
formal MPO process. this process. with its rcquiremcnts for opcnncss and public participation, 
is the appropriate forum for developing a region-wide vision. 

2. MPO designation -- H-GAC should modify its descriptions of the organization of the MPO 
and the 3-C planning process to climinatc any confusion over which body - the Board or the 
TPC - is the official MPO. 

B. Unified Planning Work Program 

In accordance with joint FHWAiFTA planning regulations. H-GAC’s TPC annually prcparcs a 
UPWP. The document dcscribcs the multi-modal. t‘cdcrally funded transportation planning 
activities that arc to bc conducted for the Gulf Coiist State Planning Region’s tight urbanized 
counties. The document is intcndcd to provide other agcncics and the public with an ovcrvicw 
of the major transportation issues facing the region. and the tasks that will bc undcrtakcn to 
support regional planning. 

The UPWP is orgimizcd into six work clcmcnts which provide for the following: 

. administration of the MPO process: 

. publication of public relations documents by H-GAC and TxDOT; 
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maintenance of region-wide invcntorics that include demographic. socioeconomic. and 
transportation system and travel data; 

maintcnancc and cnhanccment of the regional plan, including the regional transportation 
models; 

creation of specific transportation service and facilities plans; 

dcvclopmcnt of the TIP: 

completion of short-range transit scrvicc planning (e.g. elderly and handicapped) and 
roadway operations studies; and 

completion of studies that arc outside of the 3-C planning process. 

In its preparation of the UPWP, MPO staff prepares draft planning tasks and solicits task 
proposals from mcmbcr govcmmcnts and agcncics for TPC rcvicw. A UPWP Task Force is also 
rc-constituted each year to gather input from all implementing agencies in the region. The final 
sclcction of the UPWP’s work tasks rests with the TPC and is complctcd in Scptcmbcr. 
METRO’s final submissions are not typically rcccivcd by the September dcadlinc bccausc 
METRO’s Board of Directors does not approve its annual plans and budgets until later in the 
year. The TPC then amends the UPWP to accommodate any modifications made by METRO’s 
board. 

H-GAC has included only federally funded work items in its UPWP. As a result, portions of 
METRO’s gcncral mobility program which arc not federally funded arc excluded from the 
UPWP. The joint planning regulations rcquirc that all transportation planning activities bc 
included in the UPWP whcthcr or not they are federally funded. This ensures that a mechanism 
exists for programming scarce resources within a regional planning context. 

Limited planning funds and staff shortages have slowed progress in carrying out all of the work 
items in the UPWP. and have limited related policy analysis. H-GAC rccognizcs its need to add 
transportation staff, particularly during the next year, so that it will bc able to respond to CAAA 
and ISTEA rcquircments. Section 9 funding continues to bc used to supplement transit planning 
conducted by the City of Galveston. No audit problems exist: all funds arc cxpcndcd per annum; 
and progress reports (including project “closeout” final reports) arc in good order and rctlcct 
continuous progress in carrying out the work program. 

Observation and Suggestions 

Scvcral suggestions arc listed below on how to improve the UPWP: 

I. Organization -- The UPWP includes very dctailcd descriptions of tasks. but scvcral changes 
could improve its value as a management tool. Future UPWPs could bc modified to allow 
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rcadcrs to discern the following: 

. how this work program is csscntial to the metropolitan planning process: 

. who xc the contributors and the implcmcnting agcncics: 

. the cxtcnt to which the program addrcsscs dcvclopmcnt of the region’s transportation 
plan and critical transportation issues: 

. how the work clcments ;lrc inter-rclirtcci and collcctivcly Icad to progress in the 
metropolitan planning process; 

. what the relationship ot’ dit‘fcrcnt work clcmcnts is to planning activities undcrtakcn in 
the previous year: 

. what the anticipated results or products arc of the overall planning effort and individual 
tiisks: 

. what the time t’ramc is t’or completing the work clcmcnts. tasks and studies: and 

. how it addrcsscs ISTEA planning rccluircmcnts. 

2. Financial Reporting -- The funding sources for dift’crcnt work clcmcnts ilnd tasks arc well 
documcntcd in the IJPWP. 

H-GAC stat’t’ indicated il dcsirc to utilize a computcrizcd program for tracking the financial 
details of the work program. H-(;A(’ is cncourqcd to move forward with this administrative 
ilctivity. and incorporate new financial information in the UPWP. including carryovers and 
shortfalls. 

3. Regionally Significant Activities -- All rcgioni~lly significant planning and managcmcnt 
ilctivitics. irrcspcctivc of funding source. should bc included in the UPWP or ii supplcmcntary 
document. This will improve the cluality of the 3-C planning process by providing ii more 
coordinated and int’ormcd mechanism for setting priorities in accordance with regional goals. 
illld programming scarc’c rcsourccs. It will illso provide ii single comprchcnsivc description 
of regional trimsportiltion planning t’or public iigcncics. the private sector. and citizens. 

<I. Self-Certification 

Salt’-~~rtit’i~~~tion of’ the planning process is done imnuillly in Scptcmbcr. The certification must 
irccompitny the TIP and by ilpprovcd by the MPO and Tr;DOT. The last self-certification by H- 
(;A(‘ wils complctcd in Scptcmbcr 199 I. 



IV. Products of the Process 

A. Transportation Plan 

The development of a system-wide transportation plan is an important product of a region’s 
coordinated, cooperative, and continuing transportation planning process. ACCESS 2010 is the 
long-range metropolitan transportation plan for the Gulf Coast State Planning Region. It provides 
the multi-modal framework for identifying existing and future transportation system deficiencies 
and needs. The plan is reaffirmed annually by the MPO and then adopted by H-GAC’s Board. 
Every five years, it is updated by H-GAC’s transportation staff. 

Access 20 10 is organized in a logical format. The focus is on identifying existing and future 
year system deficiencies: the identification and analysis of system options; and the presentation 
of preferred freeway and thoroughfare, and transit systems. The proposed freeway and 
thoroughfare system calls for an increase in total freeway lane miles from 433 in 1985 to 1 ,148 
in 2010. The plan also calls for the development of Strategic Major Thoroughfares which would 
incorporate high geometric design standards. These thoroughfares would offer partial relief from 
freeway travel demand, and would be used to capture short and medium length trips. 

The preferred transit system includes 96 miles of HOV lanes in the study area, and an additional 
84 miles of HOV lanes operating outside the METRO service area by 2010. This would 
constitute a 230 percent increase in HOV lanes over the base year (1985). The strategic transit 
system also calls for the continued upgrading of local bus service to better serve cross-town trips 
and the region’s transit centers. This would include an increase in buses from 632 in 1985 to 
1,243 in 2010. Twenty transit centers strategically located near HOV lanes are also part of the 
selected alternative. 

The plan incorporates population and employment projections developed by H-GAC staff, thus 
establishing a basis or rationale for identifying future transportation deficiencies and 
improvements. The plan has only one planning horizon - the year 2010. When considering 
system options, existing roadway projects (i.e.. projects for which funding has been committed 
and will be implemented by 1995) are included in the analysis. 

The plan includes a chapter which identifies categories of regional environmental impacts that 
need to be considered when implementing Access 2010. These categories include: 1) wildlife 
and vegetation; 2) geology: 3) water resources; 4) recreation areas and open space; 5) special 
land uses (e.g., Superfund sites, and active hazardous materials storage or disposal sites); 6) 
noise; 7) air quality: and 8) visual impacts. Since the plan pre-dates ISTEA, it does not address 
the fifteen factors discussed in that act. Despite this, it recognizes the importance of improving 
the pedestrian environment, particularly in newer activity centers. It also recognizes that existing 
sidewalks are of inadequate size or arc non-existent in many parts of Houston. The plan calls 
for the coordination of walkway development to reduce conflicts between vehicles and 
pedestrians, to reduce short vehicle trips between nearby buildings, and to increase transit 
accessibility. 
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For the purpose of identifying existing system deficiencies, H-GAC compares the 1985 base year 
roadway network to 19x5 counted traffic volumes. From this analysis, H-GAC concludes that 
almost half of all freeways and one third of all arterials in the region would operate at less than 
tolcrablc conditions. Next. five future transportation system options arc dcvclopcd for analysis 
based on the dcficicncics in the current roadway and transit systems. These systems include: 
1) the existing system plus the committed freeway/thoroughfare network; 2) existing plus 
committed transit network: 3) the long-range freeway/thoroughfare network: 4) the long-range 
transit network; and 5) TSM strategies. Thcsc options arc cvaluatcd individually, and H-GAC 
concludes that they did not satisfy anticipated demand. 

The update of the plan is schcdulcd to begin in FY 1993. H-GAC anticipates it will accomplish 
the following: 

. Identify additional TCMs as required by the CAAA or SIP for incorporation into the 
plan; 

. Rcvisc demographic and economic forecasts for IO, 20, and 30 years in the future: 

. Rcasscss the region’s transportation programs and needs based on the new demographic 
and economic forecasts: and 

. Provide a financially constrained planning framework. (Access 2010 rccommcnds the 
completion of an accompanying financial plan). 

As part of the rcasscssmcnt of the region’s transportation needs, H-GAC intends to distribute 
the socio-economic forecasts to sectors, re-estimate travel demand. and then dcvclop a basclinc 
transportation and land USC scenario. To ensure compliance with ISTEA. the MPO is 
considering the dcvelopmcnt of more than one land use scenario as part of the diffcrcnt 
transportation options it will be preparing for the transportation plan. 

H-GAC rccognizcs that its plan asscssmcnt will bc a complex task. Its concern focuses on how 
to balance the following: 1) local intcrcsts supporting extensive roadway improvements: 2) the 
fcdcral push, stemming from ISTEA. for metropolitan areas to manage and maintain existing 
highway networks; and 3) the need to meet short and long-term clean air standards by dcvcloping 
politically acccptablc strategies. 

An effcctivc regional transportation plan must bc linked to a vision for growth and development. 
The Houston region dots not appear to have an ongoing commitment to creating and 
implcmcnting a vision. Without a vision for regional growth and dcvclopment, the development 
of a long-term transportation plan by the MPO that focuses on an evaluation of alternatives and 
cnvironmcntal impacts will be compromised, particularly when the region should be moving 
toward meeting air quality standards. This means that the region’s transportation planning will 
bc primarily project specific - responding to the travel demands from existing and future 
dcvclopmcnt as opposed to providing a guiding hand in the region’s dcvelopmcnt. 
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Access 2010 includes a financial summary and analysis of the rccommcndcd strategy. The plan 
compares the costs of implcmcnting the different plan elements (bctwccn the years 1989 and 
2010) with the anticipated revenues from public and private sources. lmplemcnting Access 2010 
is estimated to cost $13.5 billion. This cost cstimatc includes $1 .I billion for a fixed guidcway 
which is no longer under consideration. To finance capital and maintenance through the year 
2000 without any new debt financing, Access 2010 indicates that the Greater Houston Chamber 
of Commerce’s Regional Mobility Plan (RMP) estimates a $3.8 billion shortfall. 

The plan calls for the development of an accompanying financial plan. It would identify the 
funding needs and resources by agency. investment priorities. and strategies to secure 
transportation funding. To accomplish this, the plan calls for more detailed information on the 
physical condition of the existing transportation infrastructure, and the identification of funding 
shortfalls by categories of improvcmcnts, and new or cnhanccd rcvcnuc sources. 

Observations and Suggestions 

H-GAC employs a compctcnt approach to develop the region’s plan: the following suggestions 
are offered to strengthen the plan reassessment process that is schcdulcd to begin during the 
coming fiscal year: 

1. Time frames -- H-GAC could establish short and long-range time frames that would rcflcct 
the planning of the region’s other transportation agencies, particularly, TxDOT and METRO. 
Currently, TxDOT has a ten year project devclopmcnt plan, and METRO has a strategic 

business plan with multiple time horizons (e.g., 5. 8 and 18 years into the future). 

No short and long-term time periods (i.e., 5 and 20 years into the future) are explicitly 
specified in Access 2010. As a result, comparing the regional effects of the different 
transportation options is difficult. Also, without this comparison, the contrast between the 
different options and the recommended strategy is not readily apparent. 

2. Alternative scenarios -- H-GAC could dcvclop and evaluate altcmativc multi-modal 
transportation scenarios. Although Access 20 10 includes different transportation options, 
two of the options focus solely on roadway improvcmcnts: they exclude any consideration 
of transit and mcasurcs the region might have to consider to comply with the CAAA and 
ISTEA. An outcome-oriented approach, which compares alternative scenarios for achieving 
CAAA rcquircmcnts and economic goals, would inform the political decision-making process 
on the range of choices or solutions to comply with the law. This approach would also begin 
to address the fifteen factors discussed in ISTEA. 

Alternative scenarios could consider the following: 

a. Optimistic and pessimistic population and economic forecasts -- This key step 
will stimulate discussion among political and civic Icadcrs, as well as the public, 
regarding the direction of the region’s growth and dcvclopmcnt. Consideration 
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of altcrnativc population and socioeconomic forecasts is dcsirablc given 
Houston’s rcccnt economic history. and its continuing struggle to diversify its 
cconomicicmploymcnt base. Since the 1970s. Houston has cxpcrienccd both a 
boom and a bust economy. Although the region’s economy has begun to rebound 
from the oil bust of the mid-19HOs. the recovery has been slow, and it has 
recently been dampcncd by the national rcccssion. 

b. Alternative land use and development patterns -- Scenario dcvclopmcnt 
prcscnts an opportunity to consider the role of transportation in shaping the 
region’s future land USC and dcvclopmcnt patterns. One possibility is to cvaluatc 
how to respond to a largely market-driven environment (i.e., the status quo); the 
other option is to cvaluatc a coordinated transportation and land use policy that 
could bc used to enhance existing activity ccntcrs. 

C. Multi-modal transportation demands/needs and TCM strategies -- For 
Houston. this would require consideration and mcasurcmcnt of diffcrcnt lcvcls or 
mixes of roadway improvcmcnts, by class, that arc nccdcd to scrvc future 
automobile usage and further cnhancc transit and multi-occupancy vehicle usage. 
Similarly. ils part of this effort. a range of TCMs could bc idcntificd (e.g. homc- 
job balance actions: tclccommuting). and their anticipated cffccts mcasurcd in 
terms of travel or cnvironmcntal demands. 

3. Inclusion of METRO’s preferred alternative -- The devclopmcnt of a transit clcmcnt that 
provides overall direction while also reconciling the prcfcrrcd altcmativc adopted by METRO 
must bc part of the rcasscssmcnt. Access 2010 dots not provide direction on what types and 
lcvcl of transit scrviccs arc nccdcd to satisfy forccastcd lcvcls of travel demand and to scrvc 
diffcrcnt land USC patterns. The transportation options and the rccommendcd strategy 
csscntially incorporate METRO’s planned capital improvcmcnts for diffcrcnt time periods. 

4. Financial impact -- In the future. the MPO should consider the financial impact of citch of 
its options or scenarios bcforc sclccting a rccommendcd strategy. The transportation plan it 
adopts must bc financially constrained and include a plan that dcmonstratcs that rcsourccs 
nccdcd to implcmcnt it will bc reasonably available. as rcquircd by ISTEA. 

B. Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

H-GAC. as the MPO. takes the lead in the annual preparation and approval of the TIP. The 
preparation of the document is guided by the TPC. Six months prior to the scheduled adoption 
of the TIP. H-GAC rcqucsts all implcmcnting agcncics to identify projects for inclusion in the 
TIP and then cstablishcs it TIP Task Force. The Task Force detcrmincs the region’s 
transportation priorities. and applies evaluation criteria for deciding which projects will bc 
included in the TIP. Once the final TIP has been adopted by the H-GAC Board, it is then 
submitted to the Governor who submits it on behalf of the state to the FTA and FHWA. 



The documentation included in the TIP should indicate how the priorities used for including 
projects fit within the regional context established by the regional transportation plan, and the 
rcquircmcnts established by ISTEA. In this way, the TIP becomes a strategic document for 
implementing the plan. Also, this linkage to the plan should be explicit and transparent so that 
the public understands how it can participate in the strategic planning process and influence the 
TIP project selection process. 

H-GAC’s process also requires that the planning documents of the implcmcnting agcncics 
(TxDOT, METRO, Houston and Galveston) provide the rationale or justification for projects 
submitted for inclusion in the TIP. In this way, local plans mirror the regional transportation 
plan. Each year both METRO and the City of Galveston obtain private sector comments when 
developing annual updates to their five year service plans. For METRO, private sector 
involvement in planning and operating projects is accomplished through public hearings. 

The 1992 TIP included an annual element of projects as well as a five year listing. In response 
to ISTEA rcquiremcnts, H-GAC’s 1993 TIP covers a three year period from 1993 to 1995. 
Capital projects funded by FTA and FHWA are required to be listed in the TIP. State and local 
projects that do not receive federal funds are also included in the TIP to make the document 
more comprchcnsive and useful. 

H-GAC does not monitor the cxpenditurc of the funds. At the time of the rcvicw, H-GAC’s staff 
believed that the 1992 TIP (particularly the TxDOT element) was approximately 50 percent 
over-programmed. In the fiscal year ending August 1992, 75 out of 225 programmed projects 
were implemented. Under ISTEA, TIPS for fiscal years beginning on or after July 1, 1992 must 
be financially constrained. That is, no over-programming will bc allowed. In addition, the 
adoption of a planning process that focuses on specific outcomes (for cxamplc. VMT reductions) 
and includes alternative scenarios for achieving those outcomes could highlight the financial 
choices and result in a financially constrained plan. 

Similarly, the MPO staff dots not track local projects that use Fcdcral-Aid Urban System (FAUS) 
funding. TxDOT implements FAUS projects through its Principal Arterial Street System (PASS). 
These urban arterial corridors are approved by the participating cities, the MPO Policy 
Committee. and the transit authority. Cities which arc implementing FAUS projects on the PASS 
system arc allocated matching funds from state revenue. 

A major focus of the 1992 TIP was air quality conformity analysis. The EPA’s interim guidance 
was employed by H-GAC to cvaluatc the conformity of TIP projects. H-GAC’s documentation 
indicates that the conformity analysis was conducted for all projects in the TIP for which 
construction funds have been earmarked; howcvcr, conformity analysis must include all proiccts 
in the TIP as well as significant projects funded with non-federal funds. Furthcrmorc. the 
documentation does not include a discussion of the modcling procedure that was used to cstimatc 
1996 and year 2007 mobile source emissions for build and no-build scenarios. From this 
analysis, H-GAC concluded that implementation of the 1992 TIP (the build scenario) would 
contribute to continued reductions in the number and severity of ozone cxcccdanccs and adhcrc 
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to ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide. as rcquircd by the CAAA. 

The I982 SIP idcntificd the following TCMs for the Houston metro area: 1) vanpooling: 2) park 
and ride lots with cxprcss bus scrvicc: 3) additional peak hour busts; 4) transit maintenance 
facilities: and 5) transitways. Each of thcsc mcasurcs was fully implemented by 19X7. Even 
though the SIP has not been rcviscd since 19)X2 to include any new control measures. the 
Houston region has identified and implcmcntcd TSM projects designed to further rcducc mobile 
source emissions through bcttcr managcmcnt of traffic congestion and travel demand. To 
accomplish this, TSM projects totaling more than $56 million have been included in the 1992 
TIP. The mcasurcs include: I) transit and paratransit scrviccs: 2) traffic signal coordination, 
timing. and ramp mctcring: 3) channclization: and 4) intersection improvements. 

Since April. 1992. when the on-site rcvicw wits conducted, the MPO dccidcd to move forward 
with ISTEA “revisions” to its TIP. The MPO has dcvclopcd criteria (based on the TxDOT 
project selection criteria) for its TIP Task Force to USC when evaluating candidate projects: it is 
planning on including far fcwcr construction projects and is dcvcloping a financially realistic 
document. 

Observations and Suggestions 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Project tracking -- H-GAC could strcngthcn the process by which it tracks completion of 
projects. Technical and financial milcstoncs prior to construction should bc monitored and 
reported on a regular basis and from one TIP to the next. This tracking is particularly 
important for certain funding sources. such as FAUS funds. which arc carmarkcd for the 
Houston region. WC rccognizc that TxDOT currently administers thcsc funds and tracks their 
USC. Howcvcr. this dots not allow for :I regional asscssmcnt regarding the cfficicncy of 
cxpcnditurcs for the full range of projects in the metropolitan arca. 

Stronger links to the plan -- The TIP could bc strcngthcncd by rcfcrcncing the planning that 
justifies inclusion of the projects (including TCMs and TSMs) by creating explicit links to 
Access 2010 and objcctivcs. 

Project selection criteria -- The TIP could include the basis and criteria used to sclcct 
projects. This would provide a rationale for project sclcction and indicate to the public and 
advocacy groups the cxtcnt to which the process complies with the rcquircmcnts of the 
CAAA and ISTEA. 

Significant local projects -- H-GAC is cncouragcd to continue incorporating all significant 
local projects in the FY 1993 TIP or a supplcmcntal document. The intent is to improve 
regional coordination of transportation projects and crcatc opportunities for assessing the 
bcncfits from all programmed traffic and transit improvcmcnts. 

Responding to ISTEA -- In its revision to the 1993 TIP. the region is commcndcd for 
responding to ISTEA. H-GAC and TxDOT have begun to shift the emphasis of the TIP 
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from new construction to improving the efficiency of the existing transportation system. The 
region is encouraged to continue moving in this direction so that these changes arc 
coordinated with the reassessment of the transportation plan and the revised SIP. 
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V. Elements of the 3-C Transportation Planniw Process and Related Activities 

A. Evaluation of the Impact of Recent Major Transportation Investments 

The Houston region does not have formal guidclincs directing when to cvaluatc major highway 
and transit invcstmcnts. and the methodologies to bc applied. Evaluations arc not formally 
rccognizcd as the responsibility of specific unified working groups. Thcsc evaluations should bc 
elcmcnts of a sound 3-C planning process, contrasting actual to forccastcd impacts on cost. 
ridcrship (in the cast of transit), automobile usage (vchiclc milts travcllcd), and other rclcvant 
factors, including land USC and air quality. These analysts would allow testing of assumptions 
made at project approval related to land USC, demographics. and pricing policies, and would allow 
a critical assessment of the validity of these analytical mcthodologics. 

Despite this, indcpcndcnt assessments or project evaluations arc being conducted by implcmcnting 
agencies. For cxamplc. the Harris County Toll Road Authority has conducted cost cffcctivencss 
studies of the Hardy and Sam Houston tollroads. These studies were initiated bccausc toll 
rcvcnucs wcrc less than what was projcctcd during the planning stages for each of thcsc roads. 

In addition to this, METRO, with the assistance of the Texas Transportation Institute. monitors 
usage of I-IO and I-45 HOV lanes. This surveillance indicated that the HOV lane on the Katy 
Freeway (I-IO) had bccomc more popular, and that it was timely to increase the restrictions on 
vchiclc occupancy from two to three during the morning peak hours. This shift essentially 
justifies continued financial investment in HOV lanes. For the purpose of distributing salts tax 
rcvcnue to local jurisdictions for gcncral mobility projects (e.g., roadway grade separation. 
railroad grade separation, roadway widcning/improvemcnt, roadway cxtcnsion, intcrscction 
improvements and overlays), METRO has dcvclopcd a benefit-cost methodology which it uses 
annually to detcrminc which of the locally sponsored projects it will fund. 

For the most part, the MPO is not involved with monitoring roadway conditions or assessing 
region-wide transit. TxDOT inventories the roadway network down to the arterial lcvcl cvcry 
three years: and METRO conducts biannual fixed asset and scrvicc dclivcry rcvicws. 

TxDOT has recently adopted a project sclcction process to rctlcct the intent of ISTEA and the 
CAAA. The process has the following goals: 1) preserve the existing infrastructure; 2) cnsurc 
safety; 3) provide congestion relief; 4) cnsurc cnvironmcntal protection and cnhanccmcnt: 5) 
enhance economic dcvclopment; and 6) enhance acsthctics. The process recognizes the ncccssary 
involvcmcnt of MPOs in project sclcction and programming, and ISTEA’s tlcxiblc funding 
provision. For each goal and project category. TxDOT has idcntificd criteria for evaluation. The 
MPO has adopted thcsc project sclcction criteria with some modification for evaluating candidate 
projects for inclusion in the TIP. 
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Observations and Suggestions 

1. Evaluation of major transportation investments -- METKO. TxDOT and H-GAC could 
dcvolop ;I formal process to cvaluatc major transportation invcstmcnts against planning 
forecasts as well as the goals and objcctivcs ot’ the region’s transportation plan. Although 
major highway and transit invcstmcnts occur regularly throughout the Houston ;irca. no 
formal guidclincs exist on how or when to cvaluatc the projects oncc they have been 
complctcd. Also, no guidimcc exists on which agency should take the Icad for conducting 
thcsc types of studies. 

The evaluations conductal by the Harris County Toll Koitd Authority could bc a part ot‘ a 
coordinated regional planning effort to assess facility invcstmcnts. In iKiditiOll. ilgCllCy staff 
anticipate that sizcilblc invcstmcnts will continue in transit ccntcrs and transitways given the 
thrust of ISTEA and the CAAA. Thcsc invcstmcnts could bc routinely cvaluatcd from ii 
region-wide pcrspcctivc. 

2. MPO coordination of investment evaluations -- As the MPO. with rcsponsibilitics for 
assuring the credibility of the 3-C planning process, H-GAC could itctivcly coordinate and 
cncouragc efforts of all involved ilgcncics to complctc thcsc cv~lluittion of major 
invcstmcnts. H-GAC need not bc directly rcsponsiblc for undertaking all analysts. 

H. Monitoring, Surveillance and Reporting 

The region has numerous data collection and preparation activities underway by various agcncics 
to rcappraisc the transportation plan. complctc corridor stud& assess transit scrviccs. and 
complctc air quality andyscs. During FY 199 I. a draft monitoring and survcillancc plan, known 
as the Operations Plan. was complctcd. The plan covers the type and frcqucncy of data 
collcctcd: who collects. stores and maintains the data; and what documents result. Due to 
concerns cxprcsscd by local jurisdictions about potential infringcmcnt on their authority. the MPO 
has not adoptcd the Operations Plan. 

WGAC’s Transportation Dcpartmcnt has been updating demographic and cmploymcnt forcciists 
almost annually. In the near future. H-GAC’s Data Scrviccs Dcpartmcnt will begin updating the 
pOpLlli1tiOll and cmploymcnt forccasts cvcry two years. TO cnhancc its population and 
cmploymcnt forecasting capabilities and improve its forecasts’ credibility. H-GAC has dccidcd 
to purchase the Intcgratcd Transportation and Land USC Package dcvclopcd by Stcvcn Putnam 
iit the University of Pennsylvania. 

H-GAC has utilized ii bottom-up approiich that uses land USC counts and utility permit 
information along with census tract data to dcvclop a set of demographic projections for the 
urbanized arc;i. For small ;irc;ls. forecasts wcrc midc in Jimuiiry 1989: regional control totals und 
the I’996 forecasts wcrc midc in 109 I. The 20 IO forecasts. which prc-cliltc the IWO CCIISUS. ;lrc 
currently being rcviscd. 
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For transportation planning. H-GAC is intcrcsted in having TxDOT and METRO use its 
demographic and employment forecasts. No formal inter-agency agreement exists which requires 
these agencies to commit to these numbers. METRO has begun to USC H-GAC’s forecasts: 
however, it has had a contract with the University of Houston for the development of population 
data and growth factors. TxDOT is required by the state to USC the forecasts dcvcloped by the 
Texas Water Development Board. H-GAC has recently been allowed to review the forecasts for 
the Houston metro area to achieve greater consistency. The Texas Water Dcvclopment Board 
has prepared low and high forecasts; H-GAC’s forecasts arc csscntially mid-way bctwccn thcsc 
two. 

H-GAC has also begun to offer a geographical information software (GIS) program that utilizes 
a range of data: population and cmploymcnt cstimatcs along with land USC, water and scwcr. and 
transportation information. By dcvcloping this scrvicc, H-GAC offers a comprchcnsivc data base 
which cnsurcs that all the diffcrcnt planning groups conccmcd with transportation, land USC and 
development patterns arc using consistent information. For cxamplc, this will cnablc H-GAC, 
TxDOT, and METRO to USC one transportation network for planning and analysis purposes to 
consider the impact of diffcrcnt strategies. The coordination of the GIS program by the different 
agencies is currently being ncgotiatcd. 

TxDOT has scvcral traffic count programs which include monitoring major segments of key 
highways. H-GAC indepcndcntly conducts CBD cordon counts on a three to five year cycle. 
In the mid-19HOs, thcrc was intcrcst in having the region’s cities participate in a regional counting 
program. Since no funding was available, the program ncvcr came into existcncc: lwal 
jurisdictions, however, do provide H-GAC with whatcvcr counts they perform. 

TxDOT and H-GAC rcccntly completed a special survey of workers within the eight county 
metro area to dctcrminc the avcragc vehicle occupancy to work. Thcsc data will establish target 
auto vehicle occupancies for both the region and major cmploymcnt zones. As part of this effort, 
TxDOT has conducted traffic counts on minor artcrials and some collectors. Additional traffic 
counts at the local road lcvcl will bc nccdcd to improve the estimation of inter-zonal VMTs and 
the air quality analysts that arc planned. Similarly, H-GAC has prepared a vchiclc classification 
data base which will bc used to support the dcvclopmcnt of the 1990 basclinc emissions 
inventory. 

Starting during the last quarter of 1993. H-GAC will begin to rcvisc its 10 year old regional 
travel survey. The survey is intended to provide a comprchcnsivc picture of travel behavior in 
the metro arca. and a discrete lcvcl of detail for rc-estimating the regional transportation model. 
H-GAC is currently considering surveying 5 percent of the region’s households. As part of this 
effort, H-GAC also plans to conduct surveys that will focus on cxtcrnal trip gcncration, goods 
movement. and commuter/work place trips. This work will follow the update of the regional 
transportation plan which is schcdulcd for completion by Scptcmbcr 1993. The timing is 
unfortunate since discrete household travel behavior should influcncc the travel demand. air 
quality, and scenario dcvclopmcnt portions of the plan. Without a major incrcasc in its 
transportation staff, H-GAC may not bc able to improve coordination of thcsc efforts in time to 
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have an updatcd plan by October 1993. the target date in the joint FHWA/FTA interim guidance 
for updating transportation plilllS in non-iittiiinmcnt arcas. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Coordination of data collection -- The region could improve the coordination of data 
collection and monitoring efforts that ;irc currently being pcrformcd by H-GAC. TxDOT. and 
METRO. Given the large number of ongoing data collection activities and the demands for 
ildditionill rcsciirch to meet ISTEA i~ncl the CAAA rccluircmcnts. the region could cons&r 
dit‘fcrcnt ways to achicvc grcatcr ct’ficicncics. TxDOT and METRO arc moving closer to 
using the population and cmploymcnt forecasts. and the GIS transportation network dcvclopcd 
by H-GAC. Further movcmcnt toward meeting this objcctivc could bc achicvcd by finalizing 
an inter-agency agrccmcnt outlining roles and rcsponsibilitics for different data collection 
activities and the Operations Plan which was prcparcd in FY 1991 as a blueprint for data 
surVCillilnCC. 

2. Staffing and completion of planning tasks -- H-GAC contends it needs more staff to 
undcrtakc the rcscilrch imd dcvclopmcnt of programs within the time frames mandatcd by 
fcdcral ICgiSliltiOn. The rcvicw team suggests that H-GAC employ other public agcncics or 
outsidc consultants to rcsolvc timing problems or undcrtakc key planning tasks. This 
approach could have been used to complctc the IO year regional travel survey prior to the 
update of the transportation plan by October. 1993. Funhcrmorc. the timclincss of the 
completion of the regional travel survey is important since the data arc nccdcd to rccalibratc 
or villidiltc the regional travel demand model and pro&cc an updatcd plan. 

3. GIS technology -- H-GAC is cncouragcd to move forward with the GIS technology to 
iiccomplish the following: achicvc coordination and cooperation with METRO and TxDOT: 
update the long range transportation plan: undcrtakc scenario analysts: conduct corridor and 
special transportation studies: and scrvc local jurisdictions and the private sector. The GIS 
technology will prove to bc a powerful tool for analysis and testing transportation scenarios. 

C. Ongoing and Corridor Multi-Modal Planning Approach 

H-GAC and other agcncics ;lrc performing limited economic and demographic planning at the 
regional Icvcl. H-GAC’s Transportation Dcpartmcnt has been producing population and 
cmploymcnt forecasts. With the formation of H-GAC’s new Data Scrviccs Dcpartmcnt. H-GAC 
imticipatcs that its forecasting capabilities will improve and gain grcatcr credibility. Eventually, 
H-GA<‘ would like its regional forecasts to bc used by METRO for strategic planning and route 
asscssmcnts. 

As discussed above, the region lacks formal urban dcvclopmcnt goals and land USC plans. In 
the iibscncc of formal direction in thcsc arcas. local policy has been to cnsurc that land 
dcvclopmcnt is compatible with ordinances regarding public safety. The city of Houston is 
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dcvcloping a land USC inventory which will be tied to its permit and tax assessing process via 
GIS software. This computcrizcd system will bc able to pro&cc updated land USC maps 
automatically. 

Typically, the corridor and multi-modal transportation planning in the region is conciuctcd in a 
coordinated fashion by H-GAC, TxDOT and METRO. The partnership is most cvicicnt in the 
planning and the construction of the region’s transitways by METRO and TxDOT. Currently. 
in the North Houston arca, METRO and TxDOT arc widening freeways and constructing busways 
which will facilitate travel to downtown. Thcsc activities rcflcct innovative approaches by 
diffcrcnt implcmcnting agcncics to improving the region’s general mobility and to multi-modal 
planning (i.e., the transit agency is financing the construction of busways along with transit 
centers on or near arca freeways to promote multi-occupancy vehicle commuting). 

Impetus for the region’s ongoing planning and special transportation studies is provided by air 
quality and congestion managcmcnt concerns. For cxamplc, H-GAC complctcd a system lcvcl 
air quality conformity analysis of Access 2010 and the TIP. It is currently preparing a 
Congestion Managcmcnt Plan which will provide the basis for the Houston arca’s TCM clement 
of the SIP. 

For the purpose of implcmcnting transportation projects, METRO and TxDOT have dcvclopcci 
a close working relationship. Currently, the regions’ agcncics, including H-GAC and the TACB. 
arc attempting to solidify the institutional structure to cffcctivcly implcmcnt TCMs (for example. 
inspection and maintenance. and employer-based VMT reduction plans) to meet the schcdulc set 
by the CAAA. This inch&s dedicating a sufficient number of staff to implcmcnt the air quality 
mandates. 

H-GAC. along with other agcncics and neighborhood organizations, has complctcd small arca and 
corridor stud& that focus on congestion managcmcnt conccms. Thcsc studies include the 
following: 

. A transit feasibility study of the North Channel area for which rcsidcntial and cmploycc 
travel surveys wcrc conducted; 

. A suburban mobility study on how to improve inter-area transit scrviccs in North and 
West Houston. This was undcrtakcn by H-GAC and the North and West Houston 
associations with guidance from METRO and TxDOT. It specifically focused on: 1) 
transit scrvicc to and from Park and Ride lots: 2) local fccdcr transit scrvicc bctwccn 
local origins and destinations: 3) expansion of vansharc scrviccs to low-density 
cmploymcnt ccntcrs: and 4) additional transit centers to facilitate transfers at non- 
downtown activity ccntcrs. 

. A comprchcnsivc transportation strategy for making arterial, freeway, transit. and 
pcdcstrian improvcmcnts for the Post Oak - Galleria arca, which is five miles west of 
downtown and the size of Denver’s CBD. The study was spcarhcadcd by the arca’s 
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special improvcmcnt district. which hiis bcon given broad powers by the state Icgislilturc 
to ilccluirc rights-of-way imd make transportation improvcmcnts. The study wiis 
complctcd with the ilssistancc of H-GAC, METRO. the City of Houston iincl TxDOT. 

. An idvilnccd tcchnology/IVHS program for traffic control ilnci survcillancc on the 
region’s highway network. This is ;m ongoing project that is being conduced by 
METRO stilft’. 

In addition to the MPO planning process. the (;rcatcr Ilouston Chamber of Commcrcc hiis 
spcarhcadcd the dcvclopmcnt of Houston’s Rcgionul Mobility Plan (RMP). The Chamber issued 
the first RMP in 19x2. imd then ii second one in 19X9. It is intcndcd to bc im important catalyst 
for improving mobility and maintaining the region’s economic vitality. 

An asscssmcnt of the region’s process for balancing the cost ot’ its iipprovd plans with its 
financial capacity was complctcd in August 19X0 in the RMP and in Novcmbcr 19X9 in Access 
2010. The MPO’s current work program includes iln ;iSScsSmCnt of the status of proposed 
projects within Access 2010. the purpose of which is to cstimatc the cost of completing Access 

As previously stated. 20 IO. ACCCSS 20 IO suggcstd that the proposcd plan clcmcnts wcrc 
probiibly within the t’inimcii~l ciipiicity of the implcmcnting agcncics: howcvcr. the RMP cstimatd 
iI !f3.K billion shortfill through the year 2000. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Population and employment forecasts -- The region’s trimsportation planning agcncics could 
use ii common set ot' populiition and employment t‘(jrcciists iipprovd by the 3-C planning 
process for all strategic planning. route asscssmcnts. ilnci corridor studies. This could improve 
commitment across agcncics to ii vision t’or regional growth imcl dcvclopmcnt and the MPO’s 
long-range plan. 

2. Sub-area and corridor studies -- Sub-arci) ilncl corridor studies hilvc t’ocuscd on congestion 
managcmcnt via transit improvcmcnts: howcvcr, t’uturc studies must start to focus on the 
impact of a full rimgc ot’ TCMS 011 itir cluillity concerns. ils rcquircd by the CAAA. The 
Congestion Miiniigcmcnt Plan. currently being prcparcd by ll-(;A(‘. will provide ii basis for 
evaluating the impact of TCMs iit the sub-ilrcii imcl corridor ICVCI. 

3. Joint studies -- The region’s transportation plimncrs. imci business imcl neighborhood 
iissociiitions. xc commcndcd for joining forces to study sub-ilrcxil transportation issues and to 
Jcvclop congestion managcmcnt stratcgics that arc in the spirit of ISTEA. 

I). Consideration of Air Quality 

The Ilouston iirca’s iiir quality planning is at a critical stage. The TACB rccognizcs that the 
metropolitan iire; must strive to meet the dcidlincs for mobile source emissions reduction that 
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have been set by the CAAA. At the same time, the Houston region is rethinking its planning 
process and developing congestion managcmcnt stratcgics in light of the mandates of the CAAA 
and ISTEA. 

Since the metropolitan arca has been dcsignatcd as a scvcrc non-attainment arca for ozone. the 
SIP must bc rcviscd by Novcmbcr, 1993, to include TCMs which will cffcctivcly achicvc major 
reductions in mobile source emissions. As one of thcsc mcasurcs, the CAAA mandates the 
inclusion of plans for large cmploycrs to institute trip reduction programs and VMT reduction 
stratcgics. The intent is to incrcasc the avcragc passcngcrs per vchiclc work trip by not less than 
25 pcrccnt above the current average for all arca work trips. 

This is understood to bc a massive undertaking requiring cxtcnsivc public c&cation and outreach 
to assist cmploycrs with their plans. The TACB is considering designating H-GAC as the lcad 
agency for implementing the program in the Houston arca. The two agcncics currently estimate 
that cffcctivc implcmcntation would rcquirc training a transportation coordinator and hiring 
approximately tight more pcoplc. 

The success of the cmploycr trip reduction program will dcpcnd to a great cxtcnt on METRO’s 
transit infrastructure and its services. The METRO scrvicc area, however. dots not coincide with 
the dcsignatcd non-attainment arca. Approximately forty pcrccnt of the region’s cmploycrs, 
including many of the large petro-chemical plants, arc located outside of the scrvicc area. 
METRO will need to assess the bcncfits and costs of serving outlying arcas and population 
ccntcrs in light of the region’s air quality goals for reducing VMTs. 

This rcquircmcnt for large cmploycrs to institute trip reductions is cvidcncc of the shift in the 
CAAA from “process” to “outcomes.” The Houston MPO recognizes this shift and is attempting 
to organize a lcan but effcctivc program to meet the challcngc. Ncvcrthclcss, the planning 
activities and implcmcntation mcasurcs that the region is pursuing might not bc sufficient to 
rcducc emissions to the cxtcnt rcquircd by the CAAA. Local regulations affecting parking, land 
USC. and land dcvelopmcnt policy might bc ncccssary to bolster thcsc actions and bring about 
further modification in individuals’ travel behavior. The challenge to the planning process is to 
accomplish the mandated results in an arca without a history of strong local intcrvcntion and 
without damaging its economic attractivcncss. 

The TACB and the Houston region arc considering additional mcasurcs which include the 
following: I) the initiation of a vchiclc inspection and maintcnancc program; 2) the salt of 
rcformulatcd gasoline which would have a lower content of organic and other toxic compounds; 
3) the USC of comprcsscd natural gas or other fuel altcrnativcs by transit organizations, private 
fIcct operators. and public schools: and 4) legislation which would toughen the vehicle emission 
standards for automobiles. 

H-GAC is currently preparing the Congestion Management Plan as rcquircd by ISTEA, which 
is intended to bc the basis for the TCM portion of the SIP’s air quality implcmcntation program 
for the metropolitan arca. The plan will be ready for public rcvicw by January, 1993. The 
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following arc the objcctivcs of the Congestion Managcmcnt Plan: I) the idcntitication of short 
and long-range TCMs to improve traffic tlow and congestion: 2) the evaluation of the emission 
reductions stemming from ciiffcrcnt TCMs; 3) the estimation of VMT rcciuctions resulting from 
TCM applications; 4) the calculation of the cost-cffcctivcncss ot‘ potential TCMs: and 5) the 
identification of initiatives. 

The Houston region rccognizcs that it must cicvclop cffcctivc means of both complying with the 
CAAA and maintaining the region’s economic vitality ancl attractivcncss. H-GAC is conccmcd 
that goods movcmcnt could bc subjcctcci to TCMs that restrict truck usage at peak periods in 
different portions of the urbanized arca. H-GAC is consicicring initiating a study that will address 
the concern and dcvclop altcmativc stratcgics, such as the use 01’ rail rights-of-way, to cnhancc 
goods movemcn t . 

As part of the 19)x2 SIP, the t’ollowing control mcasurcs wcrc icicntit‘icd to achicvc reductions in 
mobile source emissions: I) construction of transitways: 2) transit maintcnancc fdcilitics and 
park and ride lots: anti 3) the expansion of cxprcss bus illId vanpooling scrviccs. Thcsc TCMs 
played a large role in the dcvclopmcnt of the regional transportation plan. Bccausc thcsc 
measures were fully implcmcntcd by l9K7. the current planning. i. c., the dcvclopmcnt of the 
Congestion Managcmcnt Plan and the rcasscssmcnt of the regional transportation plan, is timely. 

As required by the CAAA, a conformity analysis of ACCESS 2010. the transportation plan, anJ 
the 1992 TIP was performed by H-GAC. It was done in accorclancc with the Interim Conformity 
Guidance (June 7. 1991) issucci by the US EPA anJ DOT. The analysis was based on a Build 
versus No Build scenario for current and future projects (in the TIP and the plan). The analysis 
included only projects cligiblc for fcdcral highway iilld transit funding; howcvcr, fcdcral 
regulations require that all projects. whcthcr or not they arc clipiblc for fcdcral funds. should bc 
included in the conformity analysis. 

The Highway Pollutant Emissions Model (IMPACT) along with EPA’s emission factor model, 
MOBILE 4, was used to dcrivc emission cstimatcs. The cstimatcs wcrc bascci on travel and 
congestion data dcvclopcd by H-GAC as well as its most rcccnt I996 population and cmploymcnt 
forecasts. Based on this analysis, the TPC found ACCESS 2010 and the TIP to bc in 
conformance with the SIP. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Air quality compliance -- The planning for air quality compliance to date has been carried 
out in a satisfactory manner. 

2. Inclusion of significant projects -- When estimating emission impacts for the regional 
transportation plan and the TIP tbr conformity purposes. the analysis must include all 
significant projects not fun&d with t’cclcral highway ancl transit funds. In updating the plan, 
evaluation of scenarios which test dit’t‘crcnt stratcgics. such as land USC changes ancl 
tclccommuting or other reductions in home-work trips. could be considered. This would 
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provide a more comprehensive picture of outcomes achieved by alternative transportation 
investments and strategies. 

3. Economic attractiveness -- The process for revising the Houston element of the SIP is 
developing, and it will include an evaluation of the effectiveness of different control 
measures. As part of this evaluation, a priority should be the maintenance of the economic 
attractiveness of the Houston area. This could require changes in goods movement and 
METRO’s service area, and an examination of alternative ways transit services could be sold 
to employers and employees outside of the service area. 

4. Staffing -- The scope of the air quality and congestion management activities, from planning 
to implementation, is extensive. Without a commitment to hiring additional staff, H-GAC 
could have a difficult time achieving results and meeting mandated deadlines. 

E. Outreach Efforts 

H-GAC, METRO, and TxDOT conduct outreach efforts independently of one another. Each 
organization relies on citizen input at public meetings and hearings. As part of the review 
process for its revised bus plan, METRO conducted 22 public meetings. It also conducts public 
meetings on proposed changes in transit service. For the purpose of directing transportation 
policy, public referendums have been held on issues such as transit and toll roads. 

Citizen Participation 

H-GAC makes an effort to involve citizens from the 13-county service area and representatives 
of environmental action groups whenever possible. Its strategy includes publication of an annual 
report on the status of transportation planning, press conferences and press releases, and the 
inclusion of citizens on its transportation and air quality sub-committees. Several H-GAC 
committees hold periodic evening meetings to facilitate citizen attendance. In addition, at the 
start of TPC meetings, citizens may indicate their desire to make comments. 

Public meetings are held prior to adoption of the regional transportation plan, the regional 
aviation plan, and the reliever airport plan. H-GAC also held public meetings on the 1992 TIP 
prior to its adoption. Al1 meetings are publicized through public notices in local newspapers two 
weeks in advance of meeting dates. 

Minority Participation 

Currently, minority representation on H-GAC’s boards, advisory councils and committees is not 
representative of the minority population residing in the metropolitan area. 

H-GAC’s policy is to involve disadvantaged business enterprises (DBEs) to the maximum extent 
in all phases of its procurement practices. H-GAC insures that al1 its contractors provide equal 
employment opportunities to socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. Upon request, 
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H-GAC provides DBEs with information on the preparation of proposals, job pcrformancc 
rcquircmcnts. and procurcmcnt opportunities. H-GAC cncouragcs joint vcnturcs bctwccn DBEs 
and bctwccn majority and minority firms. It also uses minority and fcmalc focused ncwspapcrs. 
local minority chambers of commcrcc. and other rclcvant organizations to inform DBEs about 
procurement proccsscs. Each H-GAC department has a DBE coordinator who is charged with 
promoting minority business cntcrpriscs within his/her department. 

Private Sector 

H-GAC has established a Public-Private Sector Privatization Committee consisting of public and 
private sector transportation operators, private consultants, and rcprcscntativcs from TxDOT, 
FTA, H-GAC transportation staff, and the H-GAC’s TPC. The committee explores how public 
and private transportation operators can coopcrativcly plan and dclivcr transit programs and 
scrviccs. It also acts as a conduit for private transportation operators and possible new business 
entrants to participate in the region’s planning process. 

H-GAC works to assure that the Committee mcmbcrs’ views and proposals arc seriously 
considered by the region’s transit authorities during the preparation of the TIP. In addition. 
METRO and the City of Galveston notify and involve the private sector in dcvcloping the annual 
updates for their Five Year Service Plans which form the basis for TIP submittals. H-GAC 
invites private transportation providers to participate in its annual planning process for the UPWP 
and the regional transportation plan. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Public outreach -- H-GAC is commended for its efforts to provide an cffcctivc means for 
citizens, rcprcscntativcs of cnvironmcntal action groups, and private transit operators to 
participate in the planning process. through membership on sub-committees. H-GAC could 
consider expanding outreach efforts to include private groups such as large cmploycrs; 
cmploycr associations: labor organizations: financial, real estate. and development 
associations: and cnvironmcntal organizations. 

Dcvclopmcnt of a consensus among competing groups on regional strategies early in the 
planning process may be particularly useful in preparing to deal with the CAAA and its 
compliance rcquircmcnts. This consensus building would bc particularly helpful for 
implcmcnting TCMs. such as employer-based trip reduction plans. and avoiding CAAA based 
litigation that is occurring in other arcas. 

2. Minority participation -- Outreach and consensus could bc improved if the make-up of the 
membership of H-GAC’s Board and committees more closely rctlcctcd the UZA’s minority 
population. 

3. DBE involvement -- H-GAC is commcndcd for involving DBEs in all phases of its 
procurcmcnt for professional and support scrviccs. 
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4. Opportunities for review and comment -- H-GAC will need to continue to provide 
opportunities for early review and comment on its transportation plans and TIPS prior to 
approval. 
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VI. Tools. Skills and Data Base for TransDortation Planning 

A. Travel Demand Forecasting 

The application of the currently used travel models is a cooperative effort undertaken jointly by 
H-GAC, METRO, TxDOT, and the City of Houston. 

TxDOT and H-GAC work together to develop roadway networks with review by METRO and 
the municipalities. TxDOT and the City of Houston develop and maintain land use data. These 
data, along with input from the municipalities, are used by H-GAC staff to develop the various 
socioeconomic variable inputs to the models. An Interagency Data Base Task Force (IDBTF) 
approves the data. 

Trip generation (with the exception of external trips) and distribution is then performed by H- 
GAC. TxDOT gencratcs external-internal and through trips. Trip tables from distribution arc 
sent over to METRO, along with peak speeds estimated by H-GAC. METRO develops and 
maintains the transit networks and applies a mode choice model. Auto person trip tables output 
from the mode choice model are then sent by METRO back to H-GAC. Auto-occupancy 
estimates from the mode choice model are ignored, and H-GAC applies its own auto-occupancy 
estimation procedures and HOV carpool estimation procedures. H-GAC then performs a highway 
traffic assignment. 

The mainframe modeling package used for trip distribution, HOV carpool estimation, and traffic 
assignment is maintained by TxDOT. METRO uses the UTPS package developed by 
FTA/FHWA. H-GAC has purchased the EMME- microcomputer package, but does not have 
the capability to run all of the travel models using it. Currently, H-GAC is entirely dependent on 
METRO for mode choice model runs, and suggests that the complexity of the mode choice model 
justifies their decision not to develop this capability. 

A Travel Forecasting Technical Committee provides coordination and review of the results to 
check reasonableness. The Technical Committee is comprised of representatives from H-GAC. 
TxDOT, METRO, the City of Houston and the Texas Transportation Institute. 

The forecasting procedures reflect the current state-of-the-practice, with some variations from 
gcncral practice which arc noted below: 

l For trip distribution, a variation of the gravity model called the “atomistic” model is used. 
This model appears to be superior to the traditional gravity model since it considers travel 
opportunities within a zone to be spatially distributed rather than concentrated at a single 
theoretical point (i.e. the zone’s centroid). Thus, trips between two zones are not assumed 
to occur at a single travel time, but over a range of travel times, and trips arc distributed in 
a disaggregate manner. 
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l A peak period (AM) assignment is done. but only for the purpose of getting congcstcd speeds 
for USC in mode choice. An AM peak network is coded. and daily trip tables from trip 
distribution arc factored to get AM peak trips. Assigned directional volumes arc then 
compared with capacities to cstimatc peak speeds for USC in the mode choice model. A 
modified application of the Best Peak Hour Capacity Restraint (BPR) function was found to 
provide travel time estimates which compared favorably with observed travel times obtained 
from an cxtcnsivc travel time speed survey pcrformcd in 1985 by TxDOT. 

While the above proccdurcs dcmonstratc advanccmcnts beyond the current stateof-the-practice. 
H-GAC will need to make other advances in its modeling practice to address the rcquircmcnts 
of the CAAA and ISTEA. Some of thcsc arc already planned. as indicated in the UPWP. 
Specifically, the following issues will need to bc addrcsscd to assure that the models arc adcquatc 
for testing a wide range of transportation/land USC politics: 

H-GAC’s trip generation models arc cross-classification models based on household size and 
income, but inscnsitivc to transportation supply/price and urban dcsignldcnsity variables. H- 
GAC will need to consider methods to incorporate thcsc variables to make the models more 
scnsitivc with regard to policy. 

H-GAC’s trip distribution mod& USC 24 hour avcragc speeds and do not adcquatcly 
incorporate cost in zone to zone impcdanccs. To satisfy concerns of cnvironmcntal groups. 
congcstcd peak period speeds will need to bc used as input whcrc appropriate. In other 
words, travel times from the peak period assignment. which arc currently fed back to the 
mode choice model, will also have to bc fed back to trip distribution. The UPWP indicates 
this will bc included in the modcling process. 

Mode choice/auto-occupancy mod& will need to bc scnsitivc to cost variables. The logit 
model currently used to estimate the transit share is sensitive to cost: howcvcr. the auto- 
occupancy models do not incorporate cost as a variable. They arc inscnsitivc to parking costs 
and/or tolls. 

Traffic assignment should bc capable of providing traffic volumes and speeds by timeof-day 
to be useful for air quality analysis. The UPWP indicates that improved methods arc being 
sought for estimating Dcak speeds. Howcvcr. speeds at other times of the day will also bc 
needed. 

The traffic assignment model should also bc made scnsitivc to tolls to allow testing of pricing 
policies. The UPWP indicates that this is planned. 

Currently, land USC projections arc made cxogcnously. The cffccts of transportation supply 
and pricing politics on land dcvclopmcnt patterns arc not considcrcd in the modcling process. 
To satisfy concerns arising from the CAAA and the need to consider impacts of 
transportation decisions on land USC and the consistency of transportation and land USC plans, 
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H-GAC should consider dcvcloping land USC models which arc scnsitivc to variables such as 
pricing and land dcvclopmcnt. 

The H-GAC modeling report indicates an 1X pcrccnt error on one scrccnlinc across the study 
area. This figure is high compared with the commonly used yardstick of acceptability of 10 
percent: thcrcforc, the models riced to be revisited to identify sources of error. The UPWP 
indicates that modeling improvcmcnts arc planned which include the dcvelopmcnt of new 
attraction models, trip distribution F-factors, and HOV estimation and assignment proccdurcs. 
A peer rcvicw of the structure and characteristics of the models is also planned. 

Observation and Suggestions 

I. H-GAC’s travel models could be enhanced to provide the capability to cstimatc the travel 
impacts of a wide range of transportation and land USC politics. and to incorporate feedback 
loops where appropriate. The cnhanccmcnts arc addressed in the transportation/land use 
policies discussed above. 

2. H-GAC could develop land USC models capable of forecasting the impacts of transportation 
on land USC. 

3. The computcrizcd procedures could be streamlined so that multiple iterations of feedback 
loops can bc cxccutcd more efficiently. Having diffcrcnt agencies perform diffcrcnt steps of 
the modeling process using different computer packages will slow down the process 
considerably if multiple iterations of the 4-step process have to bc run, with multiple sets of 
transportation/land USC politics. H-GAC should assess the desirability of dcvcloping the 
capability of running the mode choice model independently. 

B. Costing Methodologies 

H-GAC obtains capital costs and operating and maintcnancc (O&M) costs from the implementing 
agencies. According to H-GAC, capital costs tend to bc over-estimated. METRO does dctailcd 
estimates of O&M costs for transit as dcscribcd in sections V1.B. and C. TxDOT also prepares 
detail costs for project planning, design and implementation stages. Costs bomc by the private 
sector (for cxamplc, parking) arc not included in evaluation of plan altcrnativcs. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Monitoring costs -- H-GAC and the implcmcnting agcncics should adopt methods through 
which costs will bc regularly monitored, projected, and reported to H-GAC. As the regional 
planning agency, the MPO should maintain current and thorough cost data. 
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VII. Ongoing Transit Planning 

A. Organizational Issues 

METRO is rcsponsiblc for the metro arca’s transit planning and operation. Since its inception 
in 1979, METRO has cvolvcd from an operator providing a traditional bus scrvicc into an 
aggrcssivc organization that takes on mobility cnhanccmcnt projects that include roadway and 
pcdcstrian improvcmcnts. The transit approach, broadcncd to include gcncral mobility. is 
innovative and certainly rcdcfincs the term “multi-modal.” Most importantly, the approach 
appears to rccognizc the uniqucncss of the urban arca, largely dcfincd by the following 
characteristics: 

. Population density is low and distributed over a large geographical arca: 

. Multiple activity ccntcrs uompctc with the CBD; 

. The freeway and arterial roadway network is congcstcd; and 

. Extcnsivc roadway and pcdcstrian improvcmcnts arc nccdcd to improve connectivity and 
cnhancc transit usage. 

METRO’s scrvicc arca covers over I.275 square milts of the wcstcrn two thirds of Harris County 
and includes I5 scparatc jurisdictions. Finance sources arc fare rcvcnucs. a I pcrccnt salts tax. 
fcdcral and state grants, and intcrcst income. METRO is govcmcd by a nine mcmbcr Board of 
Directors. Five mcmbcrs arc appointcd by the Houston Mayor and City Council. two by the 
Mayors of the other cities within the scrvicc arca, and two by the Harris County Judge and 
Commissioners’ Court. 

METRO has a Strategic Business Plan that provides overall direction for the short and long term. 
and idcntifics scrvicc expansions and capital improvcmcnt projects. The plan is cmbodicd in tivc 
documents. Howcvcr. METRO has rcccntly been instructed by its Board to prcparc a single 
document by Novcmbcr, 1992. The five scparatc clcmcnts that comprise the overall Strategic 
Business Plan arc dcsoribcd below. 

. Phase 2 Mobility Plan - After a public rcfcrcndum. the Plan for the year 2000 was 
adopted by METRO’s Board in 1987. The Plan consists of the following four clcmcnts: 
1) rcplaccmcnt and expansion of the bus fleet over the 13 year planning period: 2) 
maintcnancc and expansion of the transitway program: 3) the addition of a high speed. 
fixed guidcway facility; and 4) the commitment of 25 pcrccnt of salts tax rcvcnuc 
through the year 2000 to fund “gcncral mobility” type projects such as road and street 
construction. 
After the Plan’s adoption. METRO cntcrcd into a fcdcrally mandated process to sccurc 
funding for the construction of a monorail system. METRO’s Board has rcccntly 
modified the Plan by dropping the commitment to dcvcloping a rail system. Instead. it 
has adopted a regional bus plan as the prcfcrrcd altcrnativc. (The regional bus plan is 
being incorporated into H-GAC’s update of AKCSS 2010). 
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. Long Rancc Financial Plan - This document forecasts all of METRO’s rcvcnucs ilnd 
cxpcnditurcs through the year 2010. 

. Long Ranzc Rcsciirch Activities - METRO conducts ongoing market anti economic 
rcscarch in support of its short imd long rimgc planning xtivitics. This includes ;I 
contract with the University ot’ Houston for the preparation of population and 
cmploymcnt t’orcc’asts t’or 1996. 

. Five Year Capital Imrxovcmcnt Program (CIP) - This covers METRO’s expansion of bus 
fdcilitics and roaci and street projects. It indicates when projects. such as park 
and ricic lots. will bc complctc. and when new busts will bc available. The 
Gcncral Mobility Project component of the CIP also aft’c’cts bus scrvicc by 
indicating when new or improvccl roiiclways will bc ;ivailiiblc for use by busts. 

To distribute 25 pcrccnt of its salts tax rcvcnuc for gcncral mobility projects. METRO has 
dcvclopcd iI bcncfit-cost proccdurc to rank projects that have been submittal by local 
jurisdictions. This proccdurc, which focuses primarily on quantifying rccluctions in person travel 
time anti vchiclc operating costs. illso incorporates social costs (such as the economic impact on 
minority neighborhoods). The proccciurc cstablishcs ;I riltionalc for dctcrmining which projects 
to fund in six diffcrcnt catcgorics: roadway grade separation. railroxl grade separation, rOildWily 

widcning/improvcmcnt. rO&lWily cxtcnsion, intcrscction improvcmcnts and overlays. 

METRO has also cntcrccf into iI two year agrccmcnt with the City of Houston to contribute 
approximately $50 million of its SillCS tax rcvcnuc for Houston to use for roadway and triIt‘t‘ic 
improvcmcnts. Sincc Houston’s bucigct has been running ;It a cicficit, this contribution frees up 
city funds to pay t’or police ilnd other scrviccs. METRO hiis sizcablc rcscrvcs which allows it 
to provicic Houston with t’inim~ii~l dssistimcc. It is conccivablc that the Houston Mayor will 
rcqucst METRO to cxtcnci its t’uncling to the city beyond the two year agrccmcnt. 

METRO and H-GA(‘ staff’ work togcthcr to icicntit’y planning projects cligiblc for fcdcral funcling 
uncicr the annual UPWP. METRO suggests projects and consults with H-GAC about funding 
avi~ili~bility. Its list of’ projects t’or inclusion in the TIP inclucics projects that ;1rc possible 
canclidatcs for Section 3. 6 or 9 t’unding. iis well as projects which USC only local funds. METRO 
also works with tI-GAC imcl TxDOT to cicvclop TSM and congestion managcmcnt pro.iccts 
suitable for fcdcral t’unciing. 

METRO is also spcarhcading the implcmcntation of a region-wide advancccl technology pr<jgriim 
that has TCM components. Its staff is examining the implcmcntation and coorcliniition of iL 
region-wi& intclligcnt vchicslc-highway system (IVHS) program which woulci focus on the 
interaction bctwccn highway and transitway usage. and transmit improvccl information to potcntiitl 
highway users about congestion Icvcls. METRO anticipittcs that information on congestion Icvcls 
could intlucncc inciiviciui~ls’ choices to use high occupancy vchiclcs for commuting purposes. As 
part of this ildVilJlCCd technology program. METRO is considering dcvcloping ;I smart bus 
prototype. The intent is to USC i~utomi~tion to improve fdrc collection. passcngcr counting. ilnd 



data transmission regarding bus operations. particularly for breakdowns, and to dcvclop demand 
rcsponsivc bus operations. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Time frames -- The clcmcnts of the strategic plan could bc bcttcr coordinated by establishing 
consistent short and long range time frames for regional growth and dcvclopmcnt. 
programming capital improvcmcnts and scrvicc cnhanccmcnts, and forccasting rcvcnucs and 
cxpcnditurcs. This effort could bc cnhanccd by preparing one document with caoh of the 
rclcvant oomponcnts. 

2. Improving inter-relationship between plans -- From a regional pcrspcutivc, the intcr- 
relationship bctwccn METRO’s Phase 2 Mobility Plan and the region’s transportation plan 
could bc improved by using consistent short and long range time frames; articulating common 
goals and oritcria for project asscssmcnt and inclusion; recognizing METRO’s importance in 
implcmcnting multi-modal and cnhanccmcnt type projects that arc key to satisfying the 
CAAA and ISTEA: and involving key decision-makers who arc molding METRO’s strategic 
direction in the MPO’s 3-C planning process. 

In the future, METRO’s competition for tlcxiblc ISTEA funds may rcquirc that transit 
proposals bc prcscntcd in terms of their contribution to regional objcctivcs. 

3. Incorporation of air quality concerns -- In the update to its strategic business plan, METRO 
could dcscribc and quantify how projects improve regional air quality. and indicate how air 
quality objcctivcs intlucncc decision-making. Specifically. METRO could incorporate air 
quality concerns into its project asscssmcnt analysts for distributing funds for locally 
sponsorcd roadway projects; assessing new transitway and transit ccntcr construction: 
dctcrmining whcthcr or not to initiate scrvicc, particularly to outlying cmploymcnt ccntcrs: 
and assessing existing scrvicc. 

4. Application of advanced technology -- METRO has been examining applications of 
advanccd technology including IVHS and smart busts to mitigate congestion and manage air 
quality impacts. METRO is cncouragcd to move forward with its region-wide advanced 
technology program. and incorporate thcsc components into the planning process. 

B. Performance of Existing Service and Development of New Service 

METRO routinely cvaluatcs existing scrvicc and new scrvicc proposals. Its evaluations arc basal 
on a commitment to operating the most cfficicnt scrvicc possible, using the financial rcsourccs 
of the Authority. and maintaining scrvicc to those who need it most. Scrvicc evaluations arc also 
guided by METRO’s regional bus concept. The intent is to move from a radial system to intra- 
city crosstown plan with a focus on scrvicc to the region’s activity ccntcrs. 
METRO gathers and cvaluatcs cxtcnsivc data on operations, most notably ridcrship. scrvicc 
mcasurcs (on-time pcrformancc. cquipmcnt failures. etc.). costs and rcvcnucs. Although fart box 



rccovcry rate is currently at 29 pcrccnt. METRO anticipates this will improve to 40 pcrccnt to 
SO pcrccnt by the year 2000. 

METRO’s Board cxpccts its staff’ to mcasurc route pcrformancc. Starting in FY I990. a program 
was initiated for the purpose of completing an in-depth rcvicw of cvcry route within a four year 
period. METRO has also initiated an evaluation of vchiclc assignments to dctcrminc whcthcr or 
not vchiclc capacity matches demand. Shifts in the vchiclc size assignments have already 
occurred. Minibuses arc being assigncd to lower USC routes. and forty-tivc foot busts or 
articulated busts arc being assigncd to higher USC corridors. 

If a route is not performing to cxpcctation. METRO makes cvcry attempt to salvage it. Diffcrcnt 
tcchniqucs. including route marketing and incrcascd frcqucncy. arc cmploycd to incrcasc 
ridcrship. METRO maintains scrvicc on certain low ridcrship routes if it dctcrmincs that the 
route serves a “lift-lint” purpose for riders. Typically. thcsc “lift-line” routes have high 
pcrccntagcs of cldcrly or handioappcd patrons with no viable altcrnativc means of transportation. 

METRO uses a cost allocation model to cvaluatc the productivity and cost cffcctivcncss ot‘ caoh 
rou tc. The process begins by splitting METRO’s annual operating costs among ten diffcrcnt 
scrvicc types. Thcsc arc then stratified into costs iissociatcd with system wide vchiclc milts. 
vchiclc hours. peak busts. and vchiclcs opcratcd on the transitway. Then. the route’s schcdulcd 
milts. hours. peak busts. and vchiclcs on transitways arc multiplied by the appropriate 
disaggrcgatc cost factor to cstimatc the route’s total operating cost. 

For new scrvicc dcvclopmcnt. METRO cvaluatcs candidate projects on three progrcssivc Icvcls. 
The first lcvcl dctcrmincs whcthcr or not the project will bcncfit more riders than it 
disadvantages. The second lcvcl cvaluatcs the candidate projects to dctcrminc how well they 
would pa-form versus the avcragc of similar existing routes. For the third lcvcl evaluation. the 
candidate projects rcccivc a composite score based on five catcgorics of data: I) new riders 
attractal: 2) number of rcqucsts: 3) new scrvicc covcragc: 4) system connections and cmploymcnt 
ccntcrs scrvcd; and 5) transit dcpcndcncy. 

C. Capital Planning (Transit Structure, Vehicle and Equipment Planning) 

Rcplaccmcnt and rehabilitation programs arc dcvclopcd for vchiclcs. cquipmcnt. and facilities on 
an annual basis as ;m integral part of the operating ~rncl capital budget cycle. A survey ot 
METRO-owned bus operating and support facilities and warchouscs is underway to prcparc a 
rolling tivc year prcvcntivc maintcnancc and upgrade program. Once cstablishcd, this program 
will bc updatcd annually during the budget preparation cycle. Thcsc activities arc not noted in 
the UPWP. 

The ctt‘cctivcncss of METRO’s facilities. tlccts and cquipmcnt is rcvicwcd against the objcctivcs 
ot’ the Authority for scrvicc. cfficicncy. and cffcctivcncss. The annual operating budget 
cstablishcs pcrformancc goals which arc mcasurcd monthly: it includes such items as cost. sitfcty 
and productivity factors. and scrvicc Icvcls. Condition surveys of rolling stock wcrc complctcd 
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in the fall of I99 I. and facility reviews wcrc conducted during the spring of 1992. Lift cycles 
of cquipmcnt and vchiclcs arc included in determining replaccmcnt programs. The bus 
rcplaccmcnt program estimates the remaining life of buses and planned rehabilitations as factors 
in projecting future replacements. 

D. Transit Management Analysis 

METRO’s Route Productivity Review Process is designed to effectively match available rcsourccs 
to ridership Icvcls. Identification of routes for productivity improvcmcnts dcpcnds upon 
comments from the Customer Service and Community Relations divisions, and information from 
bus operators. street supervisors, schedulers and other personnel, and the ridership monitoring and 
evaluation program. The Scrvicc Implementation Division also idcntifics routes for productivity 
improvements. Fairly new routes arc selected for productivity improvcmcnts based on ridcrship 
level. For older routes, a ranking is developed based on a number of indicators, including 
subsidy per passcngcr boarding; cost recovery ratio; passenger boardings per milt; and passcngcr 
boardings per hour. 

The route performance rcvicw includes a brief history, a description of operational characteristics, 
and a list of all major attractors and generators. Additional categories of data arc compiled and 
analyzed. These include the following: the latest origin and destination demographics: time of 
day, monthly and quarterly ridcrship numbers; and capacity utilization and load factors. 

METRO will then take a number of a steps to improve performance on routes that have rcccivcd 
a below avcragc rating. The first step undertaken is route promotion and marketing. If the 
number of passengers per trip does not rise above seven, METRO will consider adjusting the 
schedule; eliminating unproductive trips: reducing service frequency and span: eliminating 
midday and late night services; and reducing or eliminating weekend service. If thcsc efforts arc 
not successful, METRO will assign smaller vehicles to the route. The route profile analysis also 
identifies activity ccntcrs that would help redesign poor performing routes. The redesign may 
include instituting tumbacks, cxtcnding service to new markets and re-routing. 

If the productivity changes on a route fail to increase ridership after six months and the scrvicc 
is operating at minimum frcqucncy and time periods, a decision is made cithcr to maintain the 
route for social or “lifclinc” reasons or to recommend to the Board that the route bc climinatcd. 

The route profile analysis also includes services that perform above the system avcragc. The first 
and last trips on these routes are analyzed and, depending on their pcrformancc. 
recommendations are made to USC articulated buses, increase the number of trips, or incrcasc the 
length of scrvicc. 

In addition to this, METRO has identified personnel management, organizational planning, and 
safety as key priorities. Its Operators Training/Safety program includes training for new 
operators as well as rcfrcsher training for long-term employees. Emphasis is placed on accident 
prcvcntion. safe driving skills, and vehicle knowledge. METRO’s contract with the Transport 
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Workers Union includes a clause which ot’fcrs inccntivc bonuses for meeting an annual low 
accident rate. METRO also has a professional training schcdulc coordinated through the Human 
Relations Division which offers courses in time managcmcnt. dcvcloping supervisory skills, value 
cnginccring. and negotiating professional scrvicc contracts. 

In terms of safety planning. cvcry operator who is involved in an accident must notify the 
Dispatch Office immcdiatcly. This action is followed by it written itccidcnt report forwarded to 
the Operations Division Supcrintcndcnt. Each itccidcnt report is classified as prcvcntablc or 
unprcvcntablc. Prcvcntablc accidents rcquirc disciplinary action or retraining. 

Observations and Suggestions 

I. Monitoring demand -- If scrvicc is incrcascd in rcsponsc to new prcssurcs from the CAAA, 
thcsc expansions should bc monitored to idcntit‘y whcthcr actual demand meets cxpcctations. 
and the cxtcnt to which new riders who formerly drove alone begin using high occupancy 
vchiclcs. 

2. Collection and use of performance data -- METRO is commcndcd for the imprcssivc range 
of pcrformancc data that it collects and anitlyzcs, illId its application of data to dctcrminc 
whcthcr or not to maintain iI route with low scrvicc for “lift-lint” or social purposes. 

E. Financial Planning 

METRO regularly itsscsscs its financial condition. both ils part of the short-term budgeting 
process and the long-term planning process. METRO asscsscs its financial condition in two 
ways: cash flow analysis and operating statcmcnt analysis. METRO employs a sprcadshcct 
model which includes all forccastcd sources and uses for I X years. Currently METRO’s financial 
situation is healthy. with a dcdicatcd I pcrccnt salts tax that gcncrittcs over $210 million per year 
itnd ;1 cash rcscrvc gcncrating an additional $50 million per year in intcrcst income. All operating 
deficits can bc covcrcd with bus fares imd salts tax rcvcnuc. and the capital plans arc 
programmed so that METRO ncvcr runs it cash dcticit. 

F. Planning for the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

A paratransit plan has been dcvclopcd and adopted by the Board. and submitted to FTA for 
concurrcncc. METRO has a staff task force which meets weekly to dcvclop rccommcndations 
for Board adoption and managcmcnt implcmcntation for non-scrvicc ADA compliance arcas. 
Also. an accessibility task force with rcprcscntativcs from diffcrcnt disabled groups meets once 
i1 month. Its mission is to crcittc it priority ranking for the conversion of diffcrcnt routes from 
non-ucccssiblc to acccssiblc. 

Currently. 20 pcrccnt of METRO’s bus fleet is acccssiblc. Howcvcr. all future bus acquisitions 
will include lifts. By the end of FY 1992. 300 new forty foot busts and X5 minibuses cquippcd 
with wheelchair lifts wcrc to bc dclivcrcd. Due to street design and infrastructure dcficicncics. 
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not all region-wide bus stops arc wheelchair acccssiblc. METRO is committed to making street 
lcvcl improvcmcnts to improve wheelchair accessibility to region-wide bus stops. Thcsc 
improvcmcnts include the construction of sidewalks, curb cuts, and shcltcrs. 

In addition to the lift-equipped, fixed route bus scrvicc, METRO opcratcs METROLift. a 
paratransit program, that consists of door-to-door van scrvicc for disabled riders and a subsidized 
taxicab scrvicc. During FY 1992, the METROLift program was to expand its scrvicc arca in 
accordance with ADA rcquircmcnts. Subsidized taxicabs, rather than the van program, will bc 
used to scrvicc the expanded arca. The scrvicc expansion will allow for more spontaneous trips 
to bc made. In support of this effort, the structure for making rcscrvations will bc changed to 
incrcasc productivity and rcsponsivcncss. 

Observations and Suggestions 

1. Compliance with ADA requirements -- METRO has been proactive in its efforts to comply 
with the ADA rcquircmcnts. Transit and infrastructure improvcmcnts have been included in 
METRO’s strategic business plan and the TIP. 

G. Outreach Activities 

Through H-GAC’s Privatization Committee, METRO participates in arca-wide scrvicc dclivcry 
planning efforts. This committee includes rcprcscntativcs of private firms who arc intcrcstcd in 
providing contract transit service. Additionally, through the public hearing process, METRO 
solicits community input concerning all service changes. Additional information regarding 
METRO’s outreach activities is included in section V.E. 

H. Planning Activities for a Drug-Free Work Place 

METRO’s Board has adopted a Drug-Free Workplace Policy that cxcccds Fcdcral rcquircmcnts. 
It rcquircs testing in the following instances: prc-cmploymcnt, post-accident, random (for all 
cmployccs) and rctum to work (after a prcscribcd absence). Outreach efforts include briefings 
for new cmployccs. notices posted on bulletin boards, payroll “stuffers,” and training for 
supervisors. METRO also offers counseling through its Employee Assistance Program. 

1. Capital and Operating Plans 

This section has been incorporated into earlier discussions of capital planning (section VI1.C) and 
the pcrformancc of existing scrvicc and dcvclopmcnt of new scrvicc (section V1.B). 
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ParticiDants in Houston Area Planning Review 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

Headquarters: 
Deborah Bums, Project Manager 

Region 6: 
Blas Uribe, Director, Office of Grants Management 

Federal Hiehwav Administration (FHWA) 

Headquarters: 
Patrick DeCorla-Souza, Community Planner 

Region 6: 
Martin Kelly, Urban Transportation Planner 

Texas Division: 
Barbara C. Maley, Urban Planner 

U.S. DeDartment of TransDortation/VolDe National Transportation Svstems Center 

William Lyons, Volpe Center Project Manager 
Robert Brodesky, EG&G Dynatrend Inc. (Consultant) 
Frederick Salvucci, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Consultant) 

Houston-Galveston Area Council 

Jack Steele, Executive Director 
Mostafa Abou-Ghanem, Transportation Planner 
Sabas J. Avila, Transportation Engineer 
Veronica Baxter, Senior Transportation Planner 
Nancy Bentch, Chief Transportation Planner 
Jerry Bobo, Chief Transportation Planner 
Alan C. Clark, Transportation Manager 
Stcvc Howard, Director, Program Operations 
Aquina Jance, Grants Coordinator 

45 



APPENDIX 1, Cont. 

Houston-Galveston Arca Council (Cont.) 

Jacqueline Lcntz. Senior Transportation Planner 
Andy Mullins, Senior Transportation Planner 
Brian Wolfe, Transportation Planner 

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County 

Edie Lowery, Director of Grants Programs 
Jim Bunch, Manager of Systems Analysis 
John Sedlak, Assistant Gcncral Manager, Transit Systems Dcvclopment 
Carolc Ann Smith. Manager of Financial Planning and Investment 
Darryl Puukctt, Director of Transportation Programs 
Stephen Albert, Manager of Transportation Programs 
Francis Britton. Assistant to the General Manager for Management and Budget 

City of Houston 

Christine Ballard, Dcpartmcnt of Planning 

City of Galveston 

Harold Holmes, Director, Planning and Transportation 
Anthony Rodriquez, Assistant Director, Planning and Transportation 

Texas Dcwrtmcnt of Tranwortation 

Hans C. Olavson, District Planning Director. District 12 
Jot N. Impcy, Arca Planning Supervisor. Division of Transportation Planning 
Dom E. Smith. Planner. Division of Transportation Planning 

Texas Air Control Board 

Richard E. Flannery. Staff Services Officer 
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APPENDIX 2 

&nda for Urban Transnortation Plannine Review Meet& 

April 27-30, 1992 

Houston-Galveston Area Council 
P.O. Box 22777 
3555 Timmons 

Houston, Texas 77927 
(7 13) 627-3200 

Mondav. Anril 27 at Marriott - Galleria 

590 - 

Tuesdav. ADril 28 at HGAC 

8:30 - 9:30 

9:30 - 10:15 Peggy Crist 
FI’A, Region VI 

Martin Kelly 
FHWA, Region 6 

Deborah Bums 
PTA, Headquarters 

Jack Steele, HGAC Introductory remarks 

TX DOT Introductory remarks 

10:15 - 10:30 Bill Lyons 
USDOT/VNTSC 

Overview of meeting and schedule 

Federal Review Team meeting 

Federal Review Team meeting 

Welcome and introductory remarks 

Objectives for planning review 

Introduction of participants 

Discussion of urban transportation 
planning process (Roman numerals 
following topics below refer to 
attached questionnaire, which provides 
discussion questions). 
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APPENDIX 2, Cont. 

Tuesday. ADril 28 (continued) 

10:30 - 1190 

1 I:00 - 1290 

1290 - I:00 

I:00 - 1:30 

1:30 - 2:15 

2:15 - 3:45 

3145 - 4145 

Format for all sessions - topic 
overview from regional agencies, 
building on written responses, with 
discussion led by review team 
members. 

How the planning process works in 
the Houston Region 

Local Transportation Issues (1.B) 

HGAC 

Peggy Crist. FTA, VI 
Fred Salvucci, VNTSC/MIT 

Presentation 

Discussion 

Lunch 

Organization and management of the 
process -- Agencies’ roles and 
responsibilities (II) 

HGAC 

Barbara Maley, 
FHWA, TX Division 
Fred Salvucci, VNTSC/MIT 

Presentation 

Discussion 

Products of the process (III) 

HGAC Prcscntation 

Martin Kelly, FHWA, 6 Discussion 
Bill Lyons, USDOT/VNTSC 
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APPENDIX 2, Cont. 

Wednesday. ADril 29 at HGAC 

9:00 - 9:30 

9:30 - IO:30 

10:30 - 1 I:00 

1 I:00 - 12:oo 

12:oo - 1:oo 

l:oo - 4:30 

How the planning process works in 
the Houston Region (continued) 

Elements of 3-C process (multi-modal 
dimension) (IV) 

HGAC Presentation 

Martin Kelly, FHWA, 6 Discussion 
Bill Lyons, USDOT/VNTSC 

Approach to air quality (Clean Air 
Act) (1V.D) 

HGAC, TX Air Control Board Presentations 

Martin Kelly, FHWA, 6 
Fred Salvucci, VNTSC/MIT 

Discussion 

Lunch 

at Metropolitan Transit Authority (METRO) 

Format - overview on each topic 
from METRO with discussion led by 
review team members 

Ongoing transit planning (VI) 

METRO 

Peggy Crist, FTA, VI 
Bill Lyons, USDOTIVNTSC 

Introductory remarks 

Discussion 

Organizational issues - 
strategic planning (VIA) 

Service performance and 
development (V1.B) 
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APPENDIX 2, Cont. 
Structure, vehicle, and 
equipment planning (VIC) 

Transit management analysis 
(V1.D) 

Financial planning (V1.E) 

Americans with Disabilities 
Act (V1.F) 

Outreach activities (citizen 
and minority participation, 
DBE, private sector 
involvement) (V1.G) 

Planning for a Drug-Free 
Work Place (V1.H) 

Transit Capital and Operating 
Plans and Programs (VI.1) 
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Thursday, April 30 at HGAC 

9:oo - 1 I:30 

HGAC 

Patrick DeCorla-Souza, 
FHWA, Headquarters 

9:oo - 11:30 

11:30 - 1:30 
Team 

Lunch 

1:30 - 390 Peggy Crist, FTA. VI 
Martin Kelly, FHWA. 6 

Parallel Breakout Sessions 

Session 1 -- 

Transportation Planning Techniques 
(V.1 

Travel demand forecasting 
Costing methodologies 

Presentation 

Discussion 

Session 2 -- (if necessary) 

Complete outstanding items 

Working lunch -- Federal Review 
meeting -- Draft Findings 

Meeting summary -- Findings and 
Follow-up Actions (VII) 

Regional concerns 

Next steps 
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APPENDIX 3 

Documentation Provided bv Houston Regional Agcncics 

Houston-Galveston Area Council 

Unified Plannirw Work Program - “1991/ 1992 Unified Planning Work Program for the 
Gulf Coast State Planning Region, March 1992.” 

Transportation Improvement Program - “1992 Transportation Improvement Program for 
the Gulf Coast State Planning Region.” 

“1993 Transportation Improvement Program for the Gulf Coast State Planning Region, 
August 1992” (DRAFT). 

Low Ranw Transnortation Plan - ’ ‘Access 20 10: The Houston-Galveston Arca 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, November 1989” (includes Appendix C: Air Quality 
Conformity Analysis). 

“Supplement 1992 Air Quality Conformity Analysis.” 

“Dcvclopmcnt, Update and Calibration of 1985 Travel Models for the Houston 
Galveston Region, June 1991.” 

“1991 Pcrformancc Report for the Gulf Coast State Planning Region, Dcccmbcr 1991 .‘I 

“1990 Houston-Galveston Regional Transportation Report.” 

“Gulf Coast State Planning Region Multimodal Transportation Planning: History of 
Committees. 1964- 1992.” 

“Suburban Mobility Study Report for Two Major Suburban Activity Ccntcrs in 
Houston, Texas, July 1991.” 

Mctropohtan Transit Authoritv of Harris Countv 

“Annual and Five Year Scrvicc Program, Fiscal Years 1992-1996.” 

“Comprchcnsivc Annual Financial Report for the fiscal year cndcd September 30. 
1991.” 



APPENDIX 3, Cont. 

“Operating Budget. Gcncral Mobility & Traffic Marxlgcmcnt Budget. C;ipit:il Budget. 
March 1002.” 

“Rccommcndcd Operating and Capital Budgets. Fiscal Year 1992. Scptcmbcr 199 1 .I’ 

‘Transit System Comparison Study. Comparative City Data Base, August 1989.” 

“Planning for a Drug-Free Workplace. April 1902.” 

“Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Complementary Paratransit Service 
Implcmcntation Plain. J:inuary 1902.” 

“Labor Agrccmcnt bctwccn the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Transport 
Workers Union of America Local 260. August 1990.” 

“Mobility Projects. BcncfitfCost Analysis Mcthodologics, January 1900.” 

“Priority Corridor Altcmativcs Analysis. Methods Report No. 3. Travel Demand 
Forecasting. January 199 1.” 

“Action for a Cleaner Tomorrow, April 1992.” 

“Liqucficd Natural Giis in Transportation.” 

TCXas Dcpartmcnt of TransDortation 

‘TxDOT Project Sclcction Process.” 

Texas Air Control Board 

“lnvcntory Prcpxation Plan - 1900 Base Ycitr Emissions Invcntorics for Ozone :lnd CO 
Nonattainmcnt Arciis in Tcx:~. Scptcmbcr 199 1.” 

Committee for Rc?,$on:il Mobility 

“Rcgion:il Mobility Plan t’or the Houston Arc;i. 1989. Dcccmbcr 1989.” 
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Harris Countv Imtxovcmcnt District #1 

“Comprchcnsivc Transportation Strategy. Final Report, March 199 1 .I’ 




